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ion Board Rooms and Committee Rooms 
BANKS for Banking, Insurance, and Railway Com- 
OFFICES panies, Solicitors, and others. Being 
manufacturers on a very large scale, they 
BOARD are able to carry out all such orders in 
ROOMS the most expeditious manner, as well as 
at the smallest cost consistent with good 

FURNITURE 





materials and workmanship. 


TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD LONDON 


MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 


LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND - St. Fancras Station, N.W. 
(Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 
and Law Courts, &c- ’Buses to all parts every minute. Close to 
King’s Cross Metropolitan Railway Station. The New Venetian 
Rooms are available for Public and Private Dinners, Arlitration 








Meetings, &c. 

LIVERPOOL - ADELPHT . Close to Central (Midland) Station. 
BRADFORD . MIDLAND - Excellent Restaurant. 

EDS ~ ~ QUEEN’S ~ In Centre of Town. — 
DERBY ~ - MIDLAND - For Peak of Derbyshire. 
ame P a LAND - it Ly to ye 

‘ariffs on ication. raphic ress ** Midotel.”” 
” is WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 





IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include & policy covering the isk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Lawyers witt be glad to hear that, according to the latest 
accounts, Mr. Justice Cuartes is making favourable progress 
towards recovery. His painful ailmen ion of the 
auditory nerves, and, to some extent, of the larynx, believed to 
arise from suppressed gout—has not yet disappeared, but there 
peeves, Ey gardoa ght Barred Biarritz will complete the cure. 
Apart from the local ailment, the general health of the learned 
judge is excellent. 


THE APPOINTMENT of Sir Howarp Etpurysrons, Bart., as one 
of the Conveyancing Counsel to the Chancery Division, in suc- 
cession to the late Mr. Ky, will be universally recognized as an 
eminently proper selection. Sir Howann’s jon as a con- 
veyancer and real property lawyer stands hi 
——— appropriateness in his succeeding in this post his col- 
—_ in the preparation of the well-known collection of prece- 

ents. 


Sxovtp Lord Herscustt continue his attendance in Court of 








The number of appeals 
commencement of the present sittings, and fresh cases have 
subsequently been set down. 





Next week the hearing of witness actions will be continued 
oy Justice Nort from Tuesday — - 
23rd inst., being the second week of his fortnigh 

same days comprise the first half of Mr. Justice pene 
pee ae Rey Pg ar aay ie epee an ee 
poe Pee . Justice Norra will be heard by Mr. 
ustice Currry, and those of Mr. Justice Srmunme, by Mr. 
Justice Kexewicn, The business , 
been blocked by several cases, each lasting three or four days, 
so that recently transferred actions will not be reached so soon as 
was expected, 


Tus case of Liles v, Terry (reported elsewhere) is of some 
tniegt ao shaniinn So aioe i i 
a the rule that a solicitor must not accept a gift from a 
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wife. The court, however, following the authority of Goddard 
v. Carlisle (9 Price, 169), held that that circumstance made no 
difference with regard to the application of the rule. On the 
facts of the case, Cuartezs, J., had found that there had been no 
undue influence on the part of the solicitor, and that the deed 
carried out the intentions of the plaintiff, and he gave judgment 
for the defendant. The Court of Appeal, however, has reversed 
this decision, holding it to be a well-established principle that 
a gift to a solicitor from a client is invalid unless the client was 
acting under independent advice. The presumption of undue 
influence is therefore one of law, which cannot, under any cir- 
cumstances, be rebutted. There was considerable divergence 
of opinion amongst the members of the court on this occasion 
as to the expediency of this rule. The Master of the Rolls, 
while bowing to the authority of several decisions of the 
Chancery courts, gave it as his opinion that the rule was a 
most unfortunate one, and one which might produce great 
hardship. Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ., on the other hand, thought 
that the rule was in general beneficial. There was also a differ- 
ence of opinion as to the inferences to be drawn from the 
evidence in the particular case. Lord Esuer entirely concurred 
with the findings of Cuartzs, J., while Kay, L.J., came to the 
conclusion that the plaintiff, when executing the deed, was 
ignorant of its legal effect. As, however, their lordships were 
all of one mind as to the law applicable to the case, these 
opposite opinions as to the facts of the case in no way affected 
the result—namely, the setting aside of the deed of conveyance. 





THE Question whether debentures are subject to the Bills of 
Sale Acts has cropped up in a new and interesting form. In 
Re Standard Manufacturing Co. (389 W. R. 369; 1891, 2 Ch. 
627) the Court of Appeal held that the debentures of companies 
incorporated under the Act of 1862 with limited liability were 
subject neither to the Act of 1878 nor to that of 1882. Section 
17 of the latter Act expressly provides that the Act shall not 
apply to debentures issued by ‘‘any mortgage, loan, or other 
incorporated company,” and this last term was held to apply to 
companies generally. The Act of 1878 was less easy to deal 
with, but, by the exercise of considerable ingenuity, Bowen, 
L.J., by whom the judgment of the court was delivered, distin- 
guished debentures of limited companies from the documents to 
which the Act applied, on the ground that section 43 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, provides for the registration of deben- 
tures, and hence there was not incident to them the secrecy 
which the Bills of Sale Acts were meant to guard against. He 
also intimated that the Bills of Sale Acts might not apply to 
corporations at all, though this was not made a ground of the 
decision. The question has now been raised in Great Northern 
Railway Co. v. Coal Co-operative Society (Limited), whether the 
debentures of a society registered under the Industrial and Pro- 
vident Societies Act, 1593, are subject to the Bills of Sale 
Acts, and Vaveuan Wittiams, J., has held that they are. 
With regard to the phrase “incorporated company,” in sec- 
tion 17 of the Act of 1882, such a society is clearly incor- 
porated (see section 21 of the Act of 1893), but, in the 
opinion of the learned judge, it is not a company. The 
conclusion is in accordance with the nomenclature adopted by 
Parliament, the name “ society” being assigned to the various 
associations which are mainly designed for the encouragement | 
of thrift, though in principle the distinction between a society 
and a company may be somewhat fine. And as to neither of the 
Bills of Sale Acts can industrial and provident societies rely on 
the ground of exemption set upin Re Standard Manufacturing Co. 
There remains the point whether the Acts apply to corporations 
at all, and it would have been convenient had the case just 
named dealt more decisively with it. In the view of Mr. Justice 
Vavenan Wrirt1ams the point is a bad one, and in future 
debentures of registered societies secured on chattels will have 
ye comply, if they can, with the statutory requirements for bills 





An .rorTant point as to the enfranchisement of married 


last. The short question was, whether a married woman who 
possesses an ownership qualification sufficient to entitle her to 
be registered as a parliamentary elector if she were a man, is 
entitled to be registered as a parochial elector under the Local 
Government Act, 1894, in respect of that qualification. The 
lady in question was the owner in her own right of freehold 
property in a rural parish of sufficient value to support the 
claim of a man to be registered as a parliamentary elector, and 
she duly claimed to have ber name placed on the list of parochial 
electors. Her title to be registered as a parochial elector 
depends upon the meaning to be placed upon certain sections of 
the Act of 1894. By section 2 (1) the expression “ parochial 
electors” is defined to mean “the persons registered in such 
portion of the local government register of electors or of the 
parliamentary register of electors as relates to the parish.” By 
section 44 (1), “The local government register of electors and 
the parliamentary register of electors, so far as they relate to 
a parish, shall together form the register of the parochial 
electors of the parish,” and the right of a person to attend a 
parish meeting and vote as a parochial elector is expressly made 
to depend on whether his or her name is or is not on the register 
of parochial electors so formed; and, by sub-section (9) of the 
same section, a claim may be made to have the claimant’s 
name entered in the parochial electors’ ‘list’ — which 
evidently means in the register so formed. The only section 
of the Act bearing upon a married woman’s right to have her 
name placed on the register is section 43, which enacts that 
“for the purposes of this Act a woman shall not be disqualified 
by marriage for being on any local government register of electors, 
or for being an elector of any local authority, provided that a 
husband and wife shall not both be qualified in respect of the 
same property.” This section clearly removes the disqualifica- 
tion to which a married woman was formerly subject for being 
placed on the local government register (see Reg. v. Harrald, 
L. R. 7 Q. B. 361); but it is equally clear that it gives no right 
to women as regards the parliamentary register. In the 
present case the claim was to be registered as a parochial 
elector, and the sections quoted shew that a right to be placed 
either on the parliamentary or on the local government register 
is a condition precedent to entry on the register of parochial 
electors. As to the local government register, the lady was 
clearly not entitled, for the ownership qualification is un- 
known to the local government franchise (see the County 
Electors Act, 1888). As to the parliamentary register, sex is 
still a disqualification, and section 43 gives no assistance. The 
result is that the claim could not be sustained, and the court so 
held. Itis true that the Act of 1894 contains provisions to the 
effect that no person shall be disqualified by sex or marriage 
from being elected a parish or a district councillor (see sections 
3 (2), 23 (2)), and it appears to have been argued that to 
refuse to register this lady as a parochial elector in respect of a 
qualification which would have entitled a man to be so regis- 
tered, was in effect to disqualify her by reason of her sex from 
filling these offices. But there are at least two answers to this 
contention—first, being a parochial elector is not the only 
qualification for the offices, residence within a certain area 
being sufficient; and secondly, even if it were the only 
qualification, it is going a step too far back in the chain of 
causation to say that a fact which prevents a woman from being 
a parochial elector is the cause of her being prevented from 
enjoying the privileges of being such an elector ; the cause is 
the nearer one—viz., that she is not (for whatever reason) 4 
parochial elector. 





THE JUDGMENTS delivered in the Court of Appeal in Strachan 
v. Universal Stock Exchange (Lim.) confirm the somewhat strained 
construction which has been placed on section 18 of the Gaming 
Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 109). The section, after declaring that 
all contracts by way of gaming or wagering shall be null and 
void, provides that no suit shall be brought to recover any sum 
of money or valuable thing won upon any wager, “or which 
shall have been deposited in the hands of any person to abide 
the event on which any wager shall have been made.” Primd 
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wager; but it has been held in several cases that the section 
applies only to the non-recovery by the winner of a sum 
deposited by the other party to abide the event, and not to the 
right of the depositor to recover back his deposit if demanded 
before the money is paid over. In Varney v. Hickman (5 
C. B. 271) it was said that, as soon as the party making the 
deposit repudiates the wager, the money ceases to be money 
deposited to abide the event, and becomes money of the 
depositor in the hands of the stakeholder, without any good 
reason for detaining it. And so, in Martin v. Hewson (L. R. 10 
Ex. 737), Parke, B., said that the statute did not apply to a 
case where a party seeks to recover his stake upon a repudiation 
of the wagering contract. In both the last two cases the re- 
pudiation took place before the wager was decided ; but it is 
also settled that the depositor has a locus panitentie open to him 
even after the event has come off, provided the deposit has not 
been actually appropriated to the purposes of the wager. This 
was held under the former statutes in Hastelow v. Jackson (8 B. 
& ©, 221), and it was held under the Gaming Act, 1845, in 
Hampden v. Walsh (1 Q. B. D. 189), and in, by the Court of 
Appeal, in Diggle v. Higgs (2 Ex. D. 422). In the last case, 
Cocxsurn, ©.J., expressed a view in favour of a more literal 
reading of the statute, but he deferred to the authority of 
the earlier cases, and in Zrimble v. Hill (5 App. Cas. 342) 
the Privy Council adopted the law as settled by Hampden 
v. Walsh and Diggle v. Higgs. Notwithstanding, therefore, 
that the event upon which the deposit has been made has 
been decided, and that the depositor has lost, he can still 
recover his deposit unless, if it is in the hands of a stake- 
holder, it has actually been paid over to the winner, or, if in 
the hands of the other party to the wager, it has been appro- 
priated by him in accordance with the result. In Strachan v. 
Universal Stock Exchange (Limited) the plaintiff had deposited 
with the defendant company money to abide the event of 
certain gambling transactions. He lost on the transactions, 
and the defendant company, before any repudiation, appro- 
priated the deposit in payment of his losses. Hence the plain- 
tiff could not recover. e Master of the Rolls seemed to think 
it followed that a depositor could not recover ever if he won, 
but this is, perhaps, not clear. Of course, he could not recover 
the deposit of the losing party, but why not his own? It 
could only be appropriated in pursuance of the wager by pay- 
ment to himself. If the stakeholder refuses to appropriate it, 
or pays to the losing party, there seems to be nothing to 
cia the winner from repudiating the wager and bringing 
is action. There has been no such payment or appropriation 
as to deprive him of his locus penitentic. 





Tue Court of Appeal appear to have had small difficulty in 
affirming the judgment of ested J., in Exchange Telegraph Co. 
v. George Gregory § Co., the “tape prices” case. The plaintiff 
ey collect information inside the Stock Exchange as to 
Stock Exchange prices, and transmit it at intervals throughout 
the day to their subscribers. The prices are transmitted by 
telegraph, and are received in type-writing on tape in the sub- 
scribers’ offices.. The subscribers who so receive the information 
receive it on condition that they will not communicate it to non- 
subscribers and will only use it for theirown purposes. At first 
the Stock Exchange made no stipulation as to the persons whom 
the plaintiff company might admit as subscribers, and the 
defendant, who carries on business as an outside stockbroker, 
had as a subscriber the benefit of the tape prices. But subse- 
quently the Stock Exchange required that outside brokers should 
be excluded, and then the defendant, to whom the information 
was a business necessity, found himself reduced to getting it in 
such way ashe could. This he did by obtaining it from one of 
the subscribers. The event shews that the plaintiff company were 
upon these facts alone entitled to an injunction nst the 
defendant, and the case, indeed, is an easy application of the 
doctrine of Bowen v. Hall (29 W. R. 367, 6 Q. B. D. 333). But 
the plaintiff company had sought to protect themselves by 
publishing the tape prices ina newspaper, simultaneously as far 
as = with ah egoce aby the prices to ~ ——— 

is news ey regis’ so as to secure the copyright. 
The icheplant, <pen obtaining the prices in the manner already 





described, wrote them up in his office for the use of his 
customers. The company contended that this was an infringe- 
ment of their copyright, and on this ground too, the Court of 
Appeal have affirmed the decision of Marnzw, J. The informa- 
tion used by the defendant, although not taken from the news- 
paper, was identical with that contained in it. No doubt was 
intimated in the Court of Appeal that the newspaper had 
sufficient literary form to be the subject of copyright, and it 
may be inferred that the decision in Chilton v. Progress Printing 
Co, (48 W. R. 456 ; 1895, 2 Ch. 29), as to there being no copy- 
right in sporting “tips,” which Maruew, J., thought it 
necessary to distinguish, will only have a limited application. 
The material point in such cases, of course, is the value of the 
information, not the form in which it is conveyed. So far, 
therefore, the Stock Exchange have been successful in checkiog 
the operations of the outside brokers. 





AFTER soME conflict of opinion, it has been decided that 
‘‘ religious’ purposes are to be deemed charitable, and, there- 
fore, a ’ for such purposes without more will be a good 
charitable gift. Formerly this was assumed to be the case 
(Baker v. Sutton, 1 Keen, p. 233), but in Cocks v. Manners (19 
W. R. 1055, L. R. 12 Eq. 574), Wickens, V.C., held that a 
convent, although a religious institution, was not charitable, the 
efforts of the inmates being directed solely to securing their own 

iritual welfare. In Re White (41 W. R. 683; 1893, 2 Oh. 41) 
the Court of Appeal got over the difficulty thus raised by holding 
that religious purposes were to be presumed to be charitable 
unless the contrary appeared. Thus a gift to religious purposes 
without more is still 4 charitable gift. A similar question arose 
before Srieuine, J., recently with reference to the phrase 
“the service of God.” In Re Darling (ante, p. 11) a testatrix 
made a bequest in favour of “ the poor and the service of God.” 
Primé facie it might be supposed that money expended in the 
service of God must be expended on religious objects, and thus 
the gift would be charitable. But upon a wider view, any 
properly-directed scheme of human effort may be said to pro- 
mote the service of God—Sriatine, J., referred to an ancient 
form of prayer in which it is recognized that God may be served 
in Church and State—and thus the service of God is not neces- 
sarily charitable. It is safe, however, to assume that the testa- 
trix, in using the above words, contem some form of 
religious service, and Srieiine, J., accordingly decided that the 
gift was charitable. A similar gift, as he pointed out, was held 
to be charitable in the Irish case of Powerscourt v. Powerscourt 
(1 Moll. 616). 





THERE 18 not much law in Buckell vy, King and Koral (reported 
elsewhere) but the case is a hard one, and may serve as a useful 
warning to lessees who take a restrictive covenant from their 
lessor as to his adjoining property, to see that the covenant 
extends to his present and future adjoining property. Other- 
wise if the property leased is near the present boundary of the 
lessor’s estate, the lessor may buy an adjoining piece of land, 
practically next door to the lessee, and set up or allow the very 
thing the lessee wished to be protected against. In Buckell v. 
King the mischief was caused wholly by the adjoining lessee, 
but the ratio decidendi was that the lessor’s covenant as to the 
adjoining shops or houses belonging to him, only referred to 
shops or houses rye ag: Be gaeegh the time of the demise. 
He could do what he liked on his after-acquired property, 
however near. The covenant should extend to adjoini 

“ now or hereafter” belonging to the lessor. It 
also be well to omit the indefinite ‘‘ adjoining,” and make 
the covenant extend to all property within a definite distance of 
the premises demised. 
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THE TESTS OF PARTNERSHIP. 


By section 1 of the Partnership Act, 1890, partnership is defined 
to be “‘the relation which subsists between persons carrying on 
a business in common with a view of profit,” and by section 5 
every partner is declared to be an agent of the firm and of his 
other partners for the purpose of the business of the partner- 
ship, with the result that the other partners are liable to the 
outside world for his acts done in the course of the partnership 
business. But the attempt to apply in practice the apparently 
simple phrase “carrying on business in common” frequent 

to an inquiry of considerable difficulty, and though the 
inquiry may be assisted by the rules laid down in section 2, yet 
these have been so drafted as to raise special difficulties of their 
owl, 

Formerly, as is well known, the receipt of a share of the 

of a business was held to constitute the recipient a part- 
ner in the business, and so render him liable to creditors ( Waugh 
v. Carver, 2 H. Bl. 235; see per Bracksvrn J. in Bullen v. Sharp, 
L. R.1C. P. p. 109). But it must have been the receipt of a 
share of the profits as such, and the same result did not follow 
where a person received a sum varying with the profits, as where 
he was remunerated for his services by a commission at a rate so 
varying, or where, having advanced money, he received interest 
ascertained in a similar way (Zz p. Hamper, 17 Ves. 403 ; Pott v. 
Eyton, 3 C. B. 32; cf. Mollwo, March & Co.v. Court of Wards, 
L.R.4C. P. 419, at p. 434, Pooley v. Driver, 5 Ch. D. 458, at 
p- 484). It may be doubted whether the distinction, which was 
always admitted to be very fine, was maintainable, but the 
necessity for further considering the point was obviated by the 
decision of the House of Lords in Cor v. Hickman (8 H. L. C. 
268) which deprived the receipt of a share of profits of the effect 
which had been ascribed to it. The circumstances of that case 
showed that it was to abandon any such arbitrary test, 
and to have regard to the real nature of the partnership relation. 
When this is examined it at once becomes apparent how closely 
it is connected with the relation of principal and agent. ‘The 
liability of one partner,”’ said Lord Cranworrx (p. 304), “ for 
the acts of his co-partner is in truth the liability of a principal 
for the acts of his agent;” and Lord Wenstzyrpaz observed 
(p. 312) that “ the law as to partnership is undoubtedly a branch 
of the law of principal and agent.” In this view the receipt of 
profits by a person who took no part in the actual conduct of 
the business was only important as evidence that the business 
was carried on upon his behalf. This, Lord Czanwortu pointed 
out, was the real ground of liability, and though the receipt of 
profits might be cogent, and often conclusive evidence of such 
agency, yet it was not necessarily so (p. 306), and in Bullen v. 
Sharp (supra, see p.112) Brscxevex, J. said that the test of 
partnership established by (Coz v. Hickman was whether there 
was such a participation of profits as to constitute the relation of 
principal and agent between the person taking the profits and 
those ing on the business. 

But in spite of the reference to agency, it must be remem- 
bered that the ultimate test of partnership is the carrying on of 
business in common. To constitute 2 partuership, it was said in 
Molles, March &Co.v. Court of Wards (supra) parties must 
have agreed to carry on businces and to share profits in some 
way in common, and, practically, this is the definition adopted in 
the Partmership Act. To discover whether A is carrying on 
business in common with B, who is himself interested as 
principal and hes the sole actual conduct of the business, it is 
emential to inquire whether B is not really carrying it on on 
behalf of A, but this is only 2 step in the proof. It is the 
eoommmon business which makes the partnership, and whether or 
By the is directly proved in establishing the partnership, 
it alwaye 6 by implication as the result of the p ip. 

From the 
iichwen (eupre, 


ing stetement it appears that under Coz v. 

prolit-shearing, although it hed c5eased to he 
mevemserily conclusive as 2 test of partnership, was still evidence 
of 


partmership—*‘ cogent end often conclusive evidence ”—but | 
the rule on this point bes been 2 good deal obscured by subse- | 


= jom. ‘Section 1 of Bovizz’s Act (28 & 29 Vict. c, 
) thet the sdvence of money by way of loan ton 
upon s contract to receive 2 share vf profits, or a rate of 


ighesest varying with the profite, should not of itel/ constitute 


the lender a partner. Ue this provision Jxsszx, M.R., 
pertinently observed in Pooley v. Driver (supra) that the pre- 
liminary question, whether the advance was a loan or not, must 
be determined without the Act, and hence the Act was useless. 
If the advance wus in fact a loan, there was the relation of 
creditor and debtor between the parties, and any presumption 
of partnership arising from the sharing in profits was thus 
rebutted. Assuming the Act to be effective, however, it was 
necessary to interpret the phrase “of itself,” and as to this he 
suggested that the mere fact of taking profits as remuneration 
for a loan could no longer raise an inference that the lender 
was a partuer, and a similar view was taken by Tuxsiczr, LJ., 
in Ex parte Dethasse (7 Ch. D., p. 531). In other words, sharing 
of profits was not, undor such circumstances, primd facte 
evidence of ership. 

But it is seldom that the receipt of a share of profits is 
the only element in the question, and when there are other 
elements present, it was formerly the rule that the effect 
of all had to be considered in deciding on the true relationship 
of the parties. It was sometimes urged that, apart from Boviu1’s 
Act, the receipt of a share of profits raised in the first instance a 
presumption of partnership which must prevail unless sufficiently 
rebutted by other circumstances, but the contention was rejected 
in Mollwo, March, § Co. v. Court of Wards (supra). ‘It appears 
to their lordships,” said Sir Monracur Suirn, “ that the rule of 
construction involved in this contention is too artificial, for it 
takes one term only of the contract and at once raises a pre- 
sumption upo2 it. Whereas the whole scope of the agreement 
and all its terms ought to be looked at before any presumption 
of intention can properly be made at all.” And this view was 
indorsed by the Court of Appeal in Badeley v. Consolidated Bank 
(36 W. R. 745, 38 Ch. D. 238). 

Upon the above cases the result seems to have been that 
profit-sharing was evidence of partnership, and, where it stood 
alone, it was sufficient to establish the partnership. In this 
sense it was said to be primd facie evidence of partnership (see 
per Tuesicer, L.J., in Ex parte Delhasse, supra). But where it 
was associated with other circumstances, it did not raise any 
preliminary presumption of partnership, and the relation of the 
parties had to be decided on the effect of all the circumstances 
taken together. In the case of a loan within Boviiu’s Act, how- 
ever, the profit-sharing lost its effect as primd facie evidence. 
It could not of itself constitute a partnership, and the partner- 
ship, if it existed at all, had to be made out from profit-sharing 
and the other circumstances (if any). 

It is necessary to compare this state of the law with the pro- 
vision of section 2, sub-section (3), of the Partnership Act, 
1890. That sub-section provides, first, that the receipt of a 
share of profit is primd facie evidence of partnership ; but it then 
proceeds to add that such receipt does not of itself constitute 
partnership, and in particular (inter alia) that an advance by 
way of loan upon a contract to receive a share of profits does 
not of itself make the lender a partner. It is unnecessary to set 
out the provisions of the clause more fully. Putting aside for 
the moment the particular example of a loan, reproduced from 
Bovix1’s Act, it is evident that the authors of the Partnership 
Act had not accurately grasped the previous state of the law. 
The provision that the receipt of profits is primd facie evidence of 

hip reproduced the current form of the existing rule, 

ut when the drafteman went on to generalise the exemptions 
in Bovira’s Act, by providing that such receipt should not of 
itself constitute a partnership, he mistook the effect of that Act, 
and produced a contradiction. Bovii1’s Act abrogated for certain 
cases the rule that profit-sharing was primd facie evidence of 
partnership, but the drafteman of the Act of 1890, failing to see 
this, placed in the same clause both that rule and the exemption 
(in general form) of Bovisx’s Act. If profit-sharing is prind 
Jace evidence of partnership, it is possible that by itself it may 
constitute # partnership, the very result which the latter part of 
sub-section (3) says shall not follow. The contradiction was 
perceived by Nowrn, J., in Davis vy. Davis (42 W. R, 812; 1894, 
1 Ch, 39%), and he determined to adhere to the rule as lail 
down in Ladeley v. Consolidated Bank (supra) betore the Act. 
Receipt of a share of profits is prim4 facie evidence of partner- 
ship, and if there is no other doneed present it is conclusive. 
But it there are other elements present, then it simply ranks 
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court ee 2 10 (4) of the Tithe Act, 
1891 (54 & 5 . applications valuer, 
duly pe B Ly the cnamteiionnn Sale te athe home for 
the recovery of sums due in respect of redemption-money and 
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sidered in determining w or no a ip exists. i 
reading of the sub-section is likely to prevail, though it imposes 
on the latter part of it a meaning at variance with its 




















and also at variance with the construction placed by judicial — : Sty 
authority on the corresponding provision of Bovri1’s Act. he circumstances that will give jurisdiction to a county court 
A similar question arises in regard to the particular treatment | to make an in order were considered in Greatorez v. 
in clause (d) of an advance by way of loan where the lender is | Shackle (1895, 2 Q. B. 249), where it was held that such an 
to receive a share of profits or a rate of interest varying with the | order cannot be made in relief of a defendant from whom 
commission in of the same sale of the same house 





rofits. As already pointed out, this provision, when inserted in 
Dovsrz’s Act, abrogated for such a case the rule that profit 
sharing was primd facie evidence of partnership. The Partner- 
ship Act now re-enacts the general rule, and at the same time 
reproduces the exemption in Bovit1’s Act. It is natural to sug- 
gest that clause (@) is similarly to be treated as an exemption 
from the general rule at the beginning of the sub-section, but | i 
this ignores the relation of clause (d) to that part of the 
sub-section. It is simply a parti instance of the application 
of such general part, and the logical result of Davis v. Davis is 
that in the case of loan, if profit sharing is the only element, it 
is prima facie, and, therefore, sufficient, evidence of partnership, 
which is, of course, not true. 
The judgment of Jesszer, M.R., in Pooley v. Driver (supra) 
the answer that in such a case the ing cannot 
be the only element, for there is at least the element of | his 
loan in addition. But then clause (¢) is superfluous. In this 
state of confusion it will be right to deal with clause (d) in 
the same manner as Nort, J., in Davis v. Davis (supra) | 80, 
dealt with the general part of sub-section (3), that is, to|i 
adhere to the previous law. ‘Thus profit-sharing can never in 
the case of a loan by itself establish partnership, though it 
affords evidence of partnership which must be taken into 
account together with the evidence afforded by the other cir- | i 
cumstances of the case. Various such other circumstances 
existed in Pooley v. Driver and Ex parte Delhasse (supra), and 
those authorities afford very useful guidance, especially with 
— to such circumstances as the control exercised by the 
lender over the business, and the liability of the money lent to 
share in losses. In all cases it must be remembered, the court 
“ will look at the body and substance of the arrangements, and 
fasten responsibility upon the parties according to their true |i 
and real c ter” (MMollwo, March, & Co. v. Court of Wards 
(suprd) ). 
































































RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT 
JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE. 


I. 
Dvatye the legal year that has just expired, an average 
number of cases affecting the jurisdiction and practice of the 
county courts have been determined in the Supreme Court. 
Most of these concern the jurisdiction and powers of the county 
courts, and to these, therefore, attention will first be called. 

In Howarth v. Sutcliffe (1895, 2 Q. B. 358) the question for 
decision was whether an action for damages to a reversion, 
caused by the defendant’s interference with an easement, 
claimed in respect of land occupied by plaintiff's tenant, and 
exceeding in value £50 a year, might have been commenced i 
the county court. It was held that, as the defendant, nd 




















his defence, had refused to admit the plaintiff's title to the ease- 
ment, and had, moreover, claimed a right to interfere with it on ® 

under an alleged agreement with a former tenant of the plain- | 639, 25 Q. B. D. 156) is at variance with if, as are also some 
tiff, a question of title to a hereditament arose which 
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> see consent to its exercise by the registrar, therefore, so 
much of ord. 40, r. 7, of the County Court Rules, 1889, as pro- 
vides that an application to appoint such referee may be dis- 
posed of by the registrar, unless one of the parties gives a written 
notice of his desire that it be heard before the judge, is wultrd 
vires. 

The remaining cases concerning the jurisdiction of the 
county ccurts requiring to be dealt with, with one single excep- 
tion presently to be mentioned, relate to admiralty matters. In 
The Alert (72 L. T. 124) it was held that a county court judge 
has power, under section 87 of the County Courts Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), to amend a claim in an admiralty action 
of collision after the question of liability has been decided and 
before the reference. In The Argo (43 W. R. 415; 1895, P. 33) 
it was held that, though a county court judge sitting in admi- 

has, it seems, power, by special order made in his discre- 
tion, to let in evidence, at the hearing of a salvage action, of 
the value of the res, he ought not to do so save under very 
exceptional circumstances, as the regular course to be pursued 
is that indicated by order 39 (4) of the County Court Rules, 
1892, which prescribes that the value of the res shall be stated 
in an affidavit of value filed at the instance of the defendant 
(r. 31), or, in case of dispute as to its value, by appraisement 
(r. 32). It sometimes happens that in an admiralty cause of 
collision, salvage, or towage, one party asks for a trial by jury 
and the other for one with assessors. This actually occurred in 
the recent case of The Tynwald (43 W. R. 509; 1895, P. 142), 
and it was there held that under such circumstances, and by 
virtue of the provisions contained in section 10 of the County 
Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 71), 
the trial must be by judge with assessors, and that there was 
no power to direct it to be heard by a judge pius assessors plus 
@ jury, a mode of trial unknown to our judicial system, and 
quite foreign to it. With regard to the drivative jurisdiction 
of the county courts, one case has been determined—namely, 
Guilford v. Lambeth (43 W. R. 97; 1895, 1 Q. B. 92)—which 
must now be noticed. It decides that an action of contract 
brought in the High Court, in which the claim indorsed on the 
writ does not exceed £100, can be remitted to the county 
court under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), although there is a counter-claim 
for unliquidated damages. This decision is certainly not 
in harmony with the view adopted in Mackay v. Bannister 
(34 W. RB. 121, 16 Q. B. D. 174). It is, however, to be noticed 


“ 


~~ 





that this last-mentioned case was decided upon a somewhat 
similar enactment, since repealed, contained in the County | 
Courts Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vict. c. 108), and that at the time it | 
was pronounced counter-claims (as distinguished from set-offs) 
were unknown. 








REVIEWS. 
THE ANNUAL PRACTICE. 

Taz Ayxvat Practice, 1896. Brisa a CoLLecTION oF THE 
Srarvres, Oxprns, amp RULES EELATING TO THE GENERAL 
Puscrice, Peocevunz, amp JUKISsvicrion oy THE SUPREME | 
Cover. Wirn Norrs, Fouus, &. By Tuomas Sxow, M.A., 

ister-at-Law; Cusutes Brewery, B.A., 2 Chief Clerk of the 

Hom Mr. Justice Chitty; and Francis A. Sruincen, of the 

Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice. In Two Volumes. Sweet 

& Maxwell (Limitei); Stevens & Sims (Limited). 

In the preface to the 1895 efition of the Annual Practice, the 
eittors tated that, in omsequence of the work of revising and 
cmadifating the Vales of the Supreme Court, which was then in 

, it might reasonably be hoped that the next edition 
wow te reine’ in size 204 improved in many other ways. 

The next clitim is now with us, and, notwithstanding this 

it is ddightly imerease’ in size and is substantially un- 

sitere’ i omtents and arrangement. A more precise knowledge 

A the sone at character A the revision, the editors tay, would 

thewn then twelve months ago that the hope they expressed 

3 oie many however, sanguine enough t repeat it, 

tiem A the y thee Practice ia yublis the 

Atta, we are tA, will have been conaclidated, and 4 

ote A rules A wart ised. This attitude of anticipation 

maturaliy ddverre] Wr. Basrw and bia chleagues from wttem 
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Change A anyrriancs in the prot oitioon, and the yrofewion 


hue 
my 





must be content for another year at least to rely upon the White 
Book in its old form duly brought up to date. Under the limita- 
tions which necessity has imposed upon them the editors have done 
all that was possible to make the book useful and accurate. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Ruling Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by RoBERT 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law; assisted by other Members of 
the Bar. With American Notes by InvING Brownz. Vol. V.: 
Bill of Sale—Conflict of Laws. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Building, Engineering, and Ship-Building Contracts, 
and of the Duties and Liabilities of Engineers, Architects, Surveyors, 
and Valuers. With Precedents and reports of Cases. By ALFRED 
A. Hupson, Barrister-at-Law. - Second Edition. In Two Vols. 
Waterlow & Sons (Limited) ; Stevens & Haynes. 


Reports of Commercial Cases. With an introduction explaining 
the proceedure adopted in Chambers and at the Trial. Editor, 
THEODORE MATHEW, Barrister-at-Law. Part I., March-August, 
1895. Reported by THEOBALD MATHEW, Barrister-at-Law, and 
MatLco~tm MACNAGHTEN, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


Comyn’s Exercises on Abstracts of Title. Arranged for the use of 
Law Students and Articled Clerks. FirrH Epirion. With an 
Introductory Essay on Assurances. By H. W. CHAtLis, M.A., Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 


The King’s Peace. An Historical Sketch of the English Law 
Courts. By F. A. InDERWIcK, Q.C. With 15 Illustrations and 1 
Map. Swan Sonnenschein & Co., Limited. 

The Origin and History of Contract in Roman Law down to the 
end of the Republican Period. Being the Yorke Prize Essay for the 
year 1893. By W. H. Buckter, B.A., LL.B. C.J. Clay & Sons. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
LAND TRANSFER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I am glad to observe the correspondence in your columns 
relative to auctioneers’ charges, which appear, and always have ap- 
peared, to me exorbitant; and yet we never hear severe comments 
made upon these charges of auctioneers, whose work is little more 
than routine, as we do upon the charges of solicitors, whose work is 
arduous and requires untiring zeal. The letter of ‘‘O.” is perfectly 
correct as regards the practice of solicitors in this locality; but the 
letter of ‘‘H. B. C.” will, I hope, soon change this practice to that 
described in his letter, for, as he says, a client usuaily looks only at 
the total of his solicitor’s bill, and blames the solicitor accordingly. 

Now, sir, there is another matter which solicitors generally should 
look to, and concerning which, I think, the Incorporated Law Society 
should take steps, that is the common practice of auctioneers and 
estate agents of preparing agreements for letting houses, lands, &c. 
Surely solicitors Save lost enough of late years by the increasing num- 
bers of auctioneers and estate agents, who not only sell or manage 
estates, but collect the rents (going, if necessary, into the county 
courts to recover), prepare, and give notices to quit, and for ejectment, 
advising their ‘‘ clients” thereon, &., &c., and now, when so very 
few farms are let on lease, preparing agreements for yearly tenancies. 
To country solicitors this is a matter of great importance, and some 
strong movement should be made to put a stop to this insidious 
practice. My own idea is that every written agreement requiring 
more than an ad valorem stamp of sixpence should perforce be pre- 
pared by 4 solicitor. 

I trust that members of the Incorporated Law Society, and of all 
other law societies, will raise this most important question, which so 
seriously is affecting the profession, and will do their utmost to alter 
this unjust state of affairs, before it becomes an even greater evil. 

I cannot help saying, before closing this letter, that I think solici- 
tors, individually, ave been, and are, very lax in looking after the 
interests of the profession generally; and, in view of this, I urge for 
correspondence am in the columns of your widely read and influ- 
ential legal journal ; and would further suggest Phat anyone who has 
not time to write or in some way move in the matter should cut 
this letter out and forward it to his law society. Cc. 

November, 1896, 








The judicial committee of the privy council resumed their sittings on 
‘TueAay after the long vacation. Ther first cause list contains, says the 
Times, nine appeals tor hoaring—viz,, three from New South Walbs, two 
from Bengal, and one each Gudh, the North-Western Provinces, 
Madras, ond Jamaica, ‘There are also five judgments for delivery, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
CAFFIN v». ALDRIDGE—No. 1, 7th November. 
Surp— CHARTER-PARTY—CARGO— DEVIATION. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the judgment of the Lord 
Chief Justice (1895, 2 Q. B. 366) in an action tried before him in the 
Commercial Court on the 11th of July last. The action was brought 
to recover £262 damages for the injury to certain wheat shipped by the 
plaintiff on the defendant’s sailing barge Alice Littl. The plaintiff 
alleged that the barge bad deviated from her chartered voyage, and that 
the damage had been caused in the course of the deviation. The facts 
of the case were as follows :—By a charter-party, dated the 23rd of June, 
1894, which was headed ‘‘ Dead weight capacity 125 tons,’’ it was agreed 
between the defendant and the plaintiff that the <Alice Little should 
proceed to Rotherhithe ‘‘and there load from the factors of the said 
affreighter a cargo or estimated quantity of 470 qrs. of wheat in sacks and 
(or) other lawful merchandise,’’ and, being so loaded, should ‘‘ therewith 
proceed to Gosport (Royal Clarence-yard),”’ and there deliver the same 
on being paid freight at 1s. per qr. of 496 lbs. The charter con- 
tained the usual exception of sea perils and a clause giving the barge 
‘liberty to call at any ports.’”? The charter was in a printed form, in 
which the words ‘‘ full and complete cargo’’ occurred. The words “ full 
and complete’’ had, however, been struck out. The 470 qrs. of wheat 
represented 102 tons. The barge having loaded the wheat at Rotherhithe 
under the charter, instead of proceeding direct to Gosport, went to Mill- 
wall, where she took on. board from another shipper ten tons of wire 
torpedo netting for carriage to Portsmouth Dockyard. The barge pro- 
ceeded to Portsmouth and there discharged the netting. She then pro- 
ceeded to cross the harbour to Gosport, where she fouled a pile which 
caused her to spring a leak, whereby the wheat was damaged. 
The Lord Chief Justice held that although the word ‘“‘cargo”’ 
was used in the charter-party, there had not been a hiring of 
the full carrying capacity of the ship, and that the clause giving 
liberty to ‘call at any ports’’ included liberty to call for the 
purpose of loading or discharging other cargo there. He, therefore, held 
that what the defendant did was in accordance with the terms of the 
contract ; there was, consequently, no deviation, and he gave judgment 
for the defendant. In support of the appeal it was contended that the 
barge should have proceeded direct from Rotherhithe to Gosport without 
calling at any other port. The use of the word “‘ cargo”’ in the charter- 
party implied that the plaintiff hired the full carrying capacity of the 
ship: Borrowman v. Drayton (L. R. 2 Ex. D. 15). This was a cargo of a 
most susceptible character, and very liable to be damaged if any other 
cargo were loaded with it. The clause giving liberty to call at any ports 
did not permit of calling for the purpose of loading further cargo: Glyn 
v. Margetson (1893, A. O. 351). 

‘fue Covrr (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lorss and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the construction placed upon the charter- 
party by the Lord Chief Justice was obviously right, and could not be 
questioned. The court was asked to construe this charter-party in some 
way that some other charter-party, which contained different terms, had 
been construed. The court, however, had to consider this charter-party, 
and this one only. The word “‘ cargo’’ might mean the whole and entire 
cargo, or that which was to be carried for a particular shipper. In this 
case the defendant agreed to carry for the plaintiff 470 qre. of wheat, and, 
when the terms of the cbarter-party were looked at, it was obvious that 
that was not a full and complete cargo—more especially when it appeared 
that the words ‘‘ full and complete ’’ had been struck out of the charter- 
party. His lordship entirely concurred in the judgment of the Lord Chief 

ustice for the reasons which he had given. 


Lorrs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed. — Covnsz1, 


of the 1,507 shares in the Dickinson Co., that he had transferred them to 

one of the signatories of the memorandum of association, a clerk in his 

ly held one share, and that subsequently they 
Trust (Limited 


employ who had previousl: 
OT tanaka te comeen ae ae : ). 
There were other statements in the affidavits which went to shew the 
identity of the Dickinson Co. with the defendant. The defendant filed an 
panera denne ome fms = 4 ee: ate See oe Ee Se ng 
accounts in respect of which inspection was being sought relating to 
matters in question other than and except three items, which he gave. 
He also produced a certified copy by the bank of all entries in his account 
referring to amounts received by him from the South Staffordshire and 
Birmingham Co. and the Dickinson Co. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esugsr, M.R., and Kay, L.J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that in this application under the Bankers’ 
Books Evidence Act, 1879, the court must exercise its jurisdiction in 
accordance with the rule of the court in other cases of age me for 
inspection before the passing of the Act, and must accept affidavit of 
the defendant that the items which he there gave were the only items in 
his banking account relevant to the issues in the acti ion of 
his banking account must, therefore, upon this i be refused. 
As to the banking account of the Dickinson Co., court had jurisdic-- 
tion to make an order for inspection for the reasons given by the court in 
Howard v. Beall (37 W. R. 555, 23 Q. B. D. 1). But great care should be 
taken in the exercise of their jurisdiction to order imspection of the 
banking account of a person, not a party to theaction. The applicant must 
satisfy the court that the account, which is nominally that of a third party, 
is in truth an account of the other party to the action, or that the party 
to the action is so much connected with the third party that items in the 
account would be evidence against him. Moreover, the applicant should 
shew strong reasons for expecting to find such items in the account, and 
this had not been shewn in the present case. The application would, 
therefore, be refused, and the appeal dismissed. 

Kay, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Cocysax, Sir Frank 
Lockwood, Q.C , and Serutton; G. Spencer Bower; Lechnis. Sowicrrozs, 
Munns § Longden ; Walter Webb § Co. ; Walker, Son, & Field. 

[Reported by W. F. Baner, Barrister-at-Law.) 


CONSTANTINE & CO. ». WARDEN & SONS, DOBELL & CO. THIRD 
PARTIES—No 2, llth November. 


Practice—Tuirp-PaRrtTy Proceptre—Acriox BY SxIPowseRs Acaryst 
CHARTERERS—ConrTRACT OF CHARTERERS WITH Partres—Ixpexxtrr 
EXPRESS OR mmpLrED—R. 8S. C., XVI, 48. 


Appeal from Day, J. The action was brought by shipowners against 
the defendants for not having unloaded the plaintiffs’ ship at the port of 
discharge, pursuant to the terms of a charter-party dated June 15, 1 
by which the defendants were bound, and which stipulated that 
should be discharged at port of delivery as customary. On June 1 
the defendants sold to Dobell & Co., the ag eee third parties, 
2,000 tons of bones at £4 10s. per ton, to i in one or two 
at sellers’ option, during the months of August and (or) S 
(or) October, from the River Plate, to discharge at Birkenhead 
charter-party ; and by the contract it was agreed that the bones 
weighed in the usual manner and taken with all faults and defi 
Dobell & Co. from over the ship side as fast as the captain 
arson facay to be sage fan defendants’ discretion, they ( 

ing liable for any loss, urrage, or expenses arising t . 
plaintiffs’ ship, with the bones on board, arrived at Bi 
course, and Dobell & Co. took delivery of the bones in fuliment 
their contract. The plaintiffs brought an action against the defendants 


for not having discharged the ship at port of delivery as 
according to the terms of the charter-party. 
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The defendants 
bring in Dobell & Co. as third parties, and Day, J., gave them 
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Serution and Parker Lowe; Dr. Raikes, Q.C., Butler Aspinall, and Kilburn. F one of indemnity, and that therefore leave 


Sourcrrors, J. § H. Farnjfield ; Farlow § Jackson. 
{Reported by F. O, Rosryson, Barrister-at-Law.} 


SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE TRAMWAYS CO. (LIM., ». EBBSMITH—No. 1, 
llth November. 


Paacrice—Evinsnce—Banxers’ Booxs Evronncs Acr, 1879 (42 & 48 
Vier. c. 11), 


This was an appeal from an order of Hawkins, J., at chambers, refusing 
to allow the plaintitfs inspection before trial of certain banking accounts 
under the Bankers’ Books Evidence Act, 1879. The banking accounts 
which the eee wished to inspect were those both of the defendant 
and of the Dickinson ‘Tramway Appliances Co. (Limited). The Dickinson 
Qo. were not parties to the action. ‘The plaintiffs had taken over the 
entire business of the South Staffordshire and Birmingham District Steam 
Tramway Co., and they alleged that the defendant had been promoter of, 
and solicitor to, that company, had while in that position promoted the 
Dickinson Co., and had agld to the latter company several patents at a 
price much greater than that at which he had himself pu i them, 
and then made use of his fiduciary position towards the South | 
Staffordshire and Birmingham Co, to induce them to purchase licences for 
these patents, and they furthor alleged that the Dickinson Co, waa in fact 
the defendant. They claimed in the action resolasion of the contracts as to 


issue the third-party notice under ord. 16, r. 48. Dobell & Co. 
appealed, and contended that their contract with the defendants was not 

to issue the third notice 
should not have been ted. For the defendants it was that 


the contract contai a conditional contract of 
if any default arose under the charter-party it — a ote 
appellants, their obligation being larger than t 
They relied also on the use of the word “ demurrage,” 
inapplicable as between buyer and seller, and couki caly 
charter-party. 
Tus Covrr (A. L. Sures, and Rresy, L.JJ_) allowed the 
A. L. Surrs, L.J., after stating the facts, said that the case 
Bristol Steam Navigation Co. (82 W. R. 670, 13 Q. B. 
had decided that a defendant was not entitled to 
under ord. 26, r. 48, unless he could shew a contract 
either express or implied, that the defendant should 
him, which meant a contract by the third party to Indemnitr 
dant against the causes of action upom and cata 
They had nothing in this case to do with any 2 contract, 
xestion was, Did the defendants make oat such am express 
third parties? It was tree that in 
Maser Sas y to the defeudants any loss, deavurrage, 
might result their not taking the Bones 
fast as the ¢ in could deliver; Dat where 
would ind 
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il 


a 
$ 
Ww 
i 
; 


g 

i 
Mai ey 
ade 
eEbggh erat 


| 
: 
Ht 
Ei 
be 
i 


‘ 
E 
E 
: 
Li 
i 
: 
i 
5 
f 
; 
‘ 





the purchase of the patents and an account of the profits whieh the 
t had made by the transactions, Aflidavita were Aled on behalf 


of the plaintiffs which stated that the defendant originally held 1,500 out 


tract to indemnity, for waless the third 
with the defendants, the defendants 
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the plaintiffs. That argument, ous though it was, did not 
any contract to indemnify. It was true that the loss, demurrage, 
expenses Dobell & Co. might have to pay the defendants might be 
same in amount as the damages the defendants might have to pay the 
intiffs, but tbat did not suffice. 

Riesy, L.J., concurred. His lordship said that the measure of damages, 
or even the existence of damages, under the two contracts for sale and 
chartering need not coincide, though in certain events there might be 
damage for breach of each contract, and the measure of damages might be 
the same for each breach. That, of course, would not make the contract 
acontract of indemnity. Further, the right of action against the pur- 
chaser arose immediately on the breach of contract. If it were a contract 
of indemnity, the action would not arise until some payment indemnified 
against had been made.—Counsset, Bigham, Q.C., and H. F. Boyd; 
Joseph Walton, Q.C., and T. G. Carver. Soxicrrors, Walker, Sons, § Field, 
for Weightman, Pedder, ¢ Co., Liverpool; Field, Roscoe, ¢ Co., for Batesons, 
Warr, & Wimshurst, Liverpool. 

[Reported by ARNOLD GLOVER, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Be BELL, JEFFERY rv. SAYLES—No. 2, 6th November. 


Morreacer—Prisxz Ixccwsrancers—Ricut or First MortGacke To 
compzt Trvsrzes or Frxp ro pay WHOLE Fcnp Mortcacep to Him. 


The testator, William Bell, by his will dated the 8th of June, 1866, 
certain specific legacies, bequeathed to his trustees a sum of £8,000, 
held upon trust fin the events which happened) as to one moiety of 
said legacy of £8,000, and the investments and annual income thereof 
ivide the same equally between the four children of his sister, Janet 
as tenants in common, who should be deemed to have vested 
interests in their ive shares at the testator’s decease. The testator 
died on the 11th of August, 1866, and his will was duly proved by the 
execators therein named. Dudley Wells, one of the children of Janet 
Wells, by deed of the 31st of May, 1879, mortgaged his undivided one-fourth 
share or interest to George Garland for £380 and interest, together with 
full power for George Garland to demand, sue for, recover, and receive, 
and give valid receipts for all or any part of the premises thereby assigned 
im the mames of Dudley Wells, his heirs, executors, or administrators, or 
otherwise, to hold such share unto George Garland, his heirs, executors, 

ini , and assigns, subject to a proviso for rederrption. Such 
mortgage became ultimately vested in the plaintiff, William Jeffery, by 
deed of transfer dated the 22nd of January, 1891. On the 18th of 
September, 1350, Dudley Wells further charged his reversionary interest 
with the payment of £70 and interest to Messrs. Williams & Graham. 
On the 13:2 of September, 1882, Dudley Wells executed a deed of arrange- 
ment with his creditors in bankruptcy, by which his share was assigned to 
a trustee, Charles Garland, for the benefit of his creditors subject to the 
prior mortgages. The reversionary interest fell into possesion in Novem- 
ber, 1804. by the death of the tenant for life of the legacy of £8,000.. On 
the Zith of January, 19%, the solicitors of the first mortgagee, William 
Jeffery, formally requested the trustees of the will of the testator to hand 
over to bim the share of Dudley Wells, as the mortgage contained an 
abeciste assignment of the property to him, and he could give a valid 
seceigt for the momey. This the trustees declined to do, and offered to 
psy to the first mortgagee his principal interest and costs (if any). Jeffery 
then took out an originating summons, asking that the trustee might be 
ordered to pay the whole fund to him. Kekewich, J., made an order as 
peayed, and directed the trustees to pay the costs. The trustees a , 
ma that, inasmuch as, if the money were in court, no order could 


sitet 


te for payment out of the whole fund to the first mortgagee, no 
ovder of 4 similar nature should be made on the trustees. On the other 
hand, % was pressed that, w far from cutting down the remedies of 
(editors, the course of the Legislature had been to facilitate the recovery 
of debts. The icllowing cases were referred to: Burlinwn v. Hall (32 

B. 472,12 Q B.D. 347), Tamered v. Delagoa Bay and East Africa Rail- 
way Cr. ZW. K. 15,2 @ B.D, 2), Poligns’s Mortgage (32 Beav. 141, 


Tus Cover (Lord Hacercer, L.C., and A. L. Surrn and Rwer, L.JJ.), 


A 
most peculiar thet 2 man should come into court mying he was owed £400 
ouby, aud the court should make an order tor the payment of £1,000 to 
Re «Miz. Marien sdmiticd that if the fond bad been in court, the only 
enters pomitie would bare been tw pay to Jeflery what he was entitled to. 
teewith, 3., was wrong m making en order that 
Seflery ted shministier 199) over end above what he was entitled to. 
The teustce wae clearly right in protesting against the order made on him 
w orer the Wile A the L190). The appeal must be allowed. 

, Ld, wee A the same oyinion, that the trustee wae not bound to 
Led the £1 99), taving had mtice A yoleme incambrancers, He rested 
dotiiom om tee snarwicigel practice A the Court of Chancery in 

mths canes. U1 the money tad been in court, it would not have been 
tt te the tet. mori gager, end, hw, wh wild the trustee be bound to 
head Rover? 54 was Wis duty ite the fund to thone who were 
OUllied ts it is theks proper yroyottioms:, The originating summons was 
wredg enh wim, enh must be Unemieed, with conta. 
Mowe —UCrnti, Worrmgim, GX., wail Johneton Wdwards ; 
, 20, ma W.O. Lemm, Bnscrvos, Hhvad ¥. M. My; 
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pricTion or Court or APPEAL TO ALLOW AMENDMENT AFTER TRIAL—46 & 47 
Vicr. c. 57, 8. 29, suB-section 5—R. 8. C., LVIII., 4. 


This was a motion by the defendants in the action, who had given 
notice of appeal from the judgment of Romer, J., that they might be at 
liberty to adduce further evidence upon the hearing of the appeal. The 
action was brought to restrain the infringement by the defendants of 
certain patents belonging to the plaintiffs. The defendants by their 
defence alleged (inter alia) that by the specifications of twelve English 
patents which were specified in their particulars of objections, the plain- 
tiffs’ patents were anticipated, or, in the alternative, that they had not 
infringed. At the trial before Romer, J., his lordship held that two of 
the patents of the plaintiffs were not anticipated by any of the specifica- 
tions mentioned in the particulars of objections, that the defendants had 
infringed, and granted the plaintiffs an injunction. The defendants 
gave notice of appeal, and now moved that they might be at liberty to 
amend their particulars of objection by adding as anticipations the speci- 
fications of seven American patents, and also might be at liberty to adduce 
fresh evidence upon the hearing of the appeal. It was urged before the 
Court of Appeal on behalf of the defendants that the omission to discover 
prior to the trial the existence of the American — was caused by the 
error of the person employed to search at the Patent Office. Two points 
were raised before the Court of Appeal—(1) That the Court of Appeal had 
no jurisdiction to allow the amendment of the particulars of objections ; 
arid (2) that upon the merits the amendment ought not to be allowed. 

A. L. Suirx, L.J., in delivering his judgment, pointed out that the 
trial before Romer, J., lasted five days, and that the defendants were 
asking the court to overhaul Romer, J.’s judgment as to the twelve cases 
of anticipation alleged at the trial, and also to go into the seven new cases 
of anticipation which were sought to be introduced by the amendment. 
His lordship stated that he for one would be very reluctant to accede to 
such an application, because the result might easily be that the Court of 
a tore would be inundated with such applications, and have in effect to 
undertake the trial of actions. It was said that the court had no juris- 
diction to allow the amendment. In his lordship’s opinion, the Court of 
Appeal had jurisdiction to allow it. Again, it was said that by section 29, 
sub-section (5), of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, it 
was enacted that any amendment of the particulars of objections should 
be made by the court or a judge, and that by the expression ‘‘ the court 
or a judge ’’ was meant a judge of first instance, and not the Court of 
Appeal. But his lordship pointed out that ord. 58, r. 4, of the Rules of 
the Supreme Court, 1883, was express on the point, ‘‘The Court of 
Appeal shall have all the powers and duties as to amendment and other- 
wise of the High Court,” &c., and he, therefore, held that a patent 
action and an action of any other kind stood in the same position with 
regard to the power of amendment, and that there was no difference in 
that court as to the law in a patent action and in any other action. If 
authority was needed, the case of Cropper v. Smith (33 W. R. 60), in the 
Court of Appeal, was a decision that the Court of Appeal had power to 
order en amendment of particulars of objections. On the question 
whether the amendment ought to be allowed under the circumstances of 
the particular case, his lordship pointed out that if the amendment were 
allowed, the result would be that the Court of Appeal would have to try 
not only the validity of the twelve objections originally relied upon, but 
also of the seven new objections, which would be most inconvenient. 
Further, the defendant would not, if he sought to get the plaintiff's 
patents revoked, be subject to any estoppel, having regard to the decision 
in Re Deeley’s Patent (1895, 1 Ch. 687). For these reasons, although the 

wer to allow the amendment existed, his lordship was of opinion that 
it would not be right to grant the leave asked for. The application 
would be dismissed, with costs. 

Ricry, L.J., concurred.—Counset, 7. Terrell, Q.C., and Micklem; 
Moultm, Q.C., and Lawson, Soricrrons, Sharpe, Parker, § Oo.; J. H. $ 
J. V. Johnson, agents for Dennis & Faulkner, Northampton. 


(Reported by W. Scorr Tuomrson, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Divisicn. 
BUCKELL v. KING AND KORAL—Chitty, J., 7th November. 


Lampioup any Trwant—Lease—Lesssons COVENANTS—NoOT TO LRT AD- 
JOTRING PROPERTY BELONGING TO HIM VOR PURPOSE OY A rRADR—APrTER- 
ACQUIKED ADJOINING VYROPEUTY. 


In June, 1888, the defendant King, hereinafter called the lessor, being 
the owner of four shops and houses in Maryon-terrace, Hampstead, 
demised No. 4 for twenty-one years to the —— who covenanted not 
to carry on any trade or business other then that of « coffee and dining or 
refreshment house keeper, except with the lessor’s permission, the lessor at 
the same time covenanting that he would not during the saig term let, or permit to 
be let, any of the adjoining shops ov houses belonging to him to be used an coffee, 
dining, or refreshment rooms, Bubsequently to the sald demise, tho lonssor 
became the owner of # shop and house at No. b, Maryon-terrace, and in 
June, 1994, he demised it tor twenty-one years to the defendant Koral, who 
covenmnted nor to do, or suffer to be done, on the promises auy act which 
might be or grow to be an annoyance, damage, or disturbance of the 
leesor or his tenanta, and to use and keep the premises as and for a baker's 
and mfectioner’ » shop oly, and not to wll any toa or coffee In coups, or 
cute trom joints of meat on the mid promises, The plaintiff having 
ream vo believe that Koral, though knowing of the lessor's vovenant, was 
sling toa and voftes in caps and cate from John of mont, and otherwise 
using the premines aa 4 cofles, dining and refreshinent rooms, brought this 
action tor wn injunction to restrain the lessor from letting or permitting 
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to be let, and Koral from using No. 5, Maryon-terrace as a coffee, dining 
or refreshment rooms, and for an injunction to restrain Koral from doing 


or suffering to be done on the premises any act which might be or 
grow to the annoyance, damage, or disturbance of the tiff, and from 
for a baker’s and 


using or keeping the said premises otherwise than as 
confectioner’s shop only, and from selling any tea or coffee in cups, or 
cuts from joints of meat on the said premises. The lessor p! that 
the acts, if done, had been done without his consent and against his 
wishes, and submitted that his covenant letting, &c., contained in 
his lease to the plaintiff was never intended to, and did not, a 
remises except such premises as he owned at the date of such . The 
fendant Koral denied the acts complained of, denied any notice of the 
lessor’s covenant, and contended that the plaintiff could not enforce the 
covenant of 1894 against him for want of privity. By arrangement the 
question of the construction of the lessor’s covenant was taken first. The 
plaintiff contended that the lessor’s covenant applied to his after-acquired 
adjoining property. 

Currry, J., said that the words ‘“‘ adjoining shops or houses belonging 
to him” contained in the lessor’s covenant, primd facie, meant ‘‘ adjoining 
shops or houses then belonging to him ’’—i.e., belonging to him at the date 
of the lease. His lordship could not adopt the plaintiff’s construction. 
The words had a reasonable meaning as applied to the at that 
time. His lordship did not know how far the plaintiff would ask him to 
go if he adopted his construction. The lessor might now be the owner of. 
all the other adjoining houses,but they were not covered by covenant. 
The action would be disn.issed against both defendants, with costs.— 
Counset. Byrne, Q.C., and Wurtzburg ; Eustace Smith ; Harold Hodge for 
Adam Walker. Sourcrrors, Brighten ¢ Lemon; Conrad Fitch; J. Wilton 


Few § Co. : 
[Reported by G. Rownzanp A.stoxy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FLORENCE v. PADDINGTON VESTRY—Chitty, J., 9th November. 


Merrorotis Manacement Acts—Sewer—Draw—Liasimity to Repar— 
CoNNECTION WITH DraIn—ErrEcT OF MAKING UNLAWFULLY—MBTROPOLIS 
Manacement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), ss. 67-83, 8. 250— 
Merrorotis MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 102), 
ss. 44-48, s. 61. 

The substantial question in the above action was whether the pipe 
draining the plaintiff's premises, Nos. 149 and 151, Church-street, 
Paddington, was a “ drain,’’ and repairable as such by the plaintiff, or a 
“*sewer,”’ and repairable as such by the vestry under the Metropolis 
Management Acts in the following circumstances. The plaintiff bought 
the fee simple of the property in the year 1894. Shortly afterwards he 
received from the vestry a notice under section 3 of the Public Health 
(London) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 76), to abate a nuisance from a 
defective drain on the above-named premises. The plaintiff accordingly 
opened up the drain, and then for the first time discovered that other 

ises at the rear thereof not owned or occupied by him, consisting of a 
ce ineen as Providence Hall, and a stable, were into the drain 
complained of. It appeared that Providence Hall was erected in 1865 on 
ground then belonging to, and forming part of, the curtilage of the plain- 
tiff’s premises, and that the drainage communication with the plaintiff's 
premises in each case was made about the year 1871 by the then occupant 

of the stables, which were, then and now, a separate tenement, wi t 

the authority of the vestry, and the only permission obtained was that of 

the then tenant of part of the curtilage before mentioned, who was = 
hibited by his lease from giving it, no other ission being 

tiff when he purchased made no s inquiry as to the drainage. 

y the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, s. 250, ‘‘ the word ‘ drain ’ shall 
mean and include any drain of, and used for, the drainage of one build- 
ing only, or premises within the same curtilage, . . . and shall also 
include any we for draining any group or block 
operation under the order of any vestry or district board; and the word 
‘sewer’ shall mean and include sewers and drains of every descri 
except drains to which the word ‘ drain ’ in ted as aforesaid ap 
The plaintiff relied on Kershaw v. Taylor (44 W. R. 28; 1895, 2 Q. B. 208, 
471). For the defendant, dicta of North, J., in Bateman v. Poplar District 
Beard (36 W. R. 501, 37 Oh. D. 272, p. 276), and of Lord Coleridge, O.J., 
in Meader v. West Cowes Local Board (40 W. R. 676; 1892, $ Ch. 18, p. 27), 
were referred to, and Kershaw v. Taylor was sought to be distinguished on 
the ground of there having been an express order of the sanitary authority 
there approving the plans for drainage, and n to affect 
—— with notice that these plans were not follo by the builder, 

it was contended that if the plaintiff here had the 

8 when he purchased the property, he would have disco’ what 

been done. 

Curry, J.—It a to me that Aershaw v. Tayler governs the present 
case, The conned on here was made without the consent of the local 
authority or the owner of the house, In Aereshaw v, Tayler a scheme of 
drainage had been approved by the local authority, but the drains con- 
structed were not in accordance with the echeme. Lonsequently in both 
cares the drain was unlawfully made and not under any order from the 
local authority. The Court of Appeal in Kershavw's ease had 
with the question of estoppel as againet the builder Gatfleld, but 
the respondent Taylor waa not eqs: see judgment 
MLR. at is thie plaintif’s case. ‘There ia no Ly ad 
The fact remains that the drain was unlawfully made 
Taylor was not bound by anything done by Gatfleld, and 
does not claim through the wrongdoer, Tt was said that 
with Kershaw v, Thy/or ae if Taylor had found out that 
wat had uo notice of aay irregularity, and the veatry’s 
case on notice, Dut thie platatif? had no potice that 
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consequently Se ee ee ees oe See 
Counset, Byrne, Q.C., and MacSwinney ; Farwell, Q.C., and T. A, Nash. 
Soxicrrors, Lydall § Sons ; John H. Hortin. 

[Reported by J. F. Waxzy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


MILLER rv. COLLINS—Stirling, J., 2nd and 9th November. 
Marerep Woman—Reversionany Iwsrerest—Trust Fonps Ixvesrzp ox 
Morreace or Rearry—3 & 4 Wut. 4, c. 74, s. T7. 
This case raised the question whether an 
woman of her interest in a fund invested upon a mortgage 
51) was valid or not, The ac Sevegne ty the purtinenr enianon 
57) was or not. action was under 
agreement dated the 7th of July, 1894, claiming a return of his deposit 
Soveeunh of tho Tth ot July, 1898, the plaintiff pon Bh — and 
t of the i i to 
the defendant agreed to sell the life 
of W. C. Clayton, in a sum of £1,100, the proceeds of real estate com- 
ina certain in of settlement of the 3lst 2 
855, and invested in real securities, for the sum of 


i 






eZ 


of the real estate comprised therein and on the 2ist day of July, 
the whole of the trust funds consisted and still consist of 
£1,100 invested on mortgage i 
day of yng, Pinwe the said W. C. Clayton 
assign to cues Seely Se ee ond Soe of i 
and to the dividends, interest, or annual produce arising from the said 
the 


iF 


derived his title from the said Ed Hardy. The plaintiff objected to 

the title shewn by the defendant as aforesaid, and that 

indenture of the 21st of July, 1869, was invalid and ineffectual to pass 
of the sai i 
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a sum ee nthe of the hfe 
interest of a lady, under her will ma sum of £3 SQ, Rarested im the 
names of trustees — ef real estate, and Bo was bed that 
under the mortgage to secure the £1) the testator took ne Daterest in had 
within the meaning of the Mortmaia Act. His lordhip comsitiered that be 
was bound by the above-mentioned decisions da RB Newman's Pen and 
Re Watts to hold that at the date af the indenture of the Uist of Jay, 
1868, Mire, Clayton's interest da the ia Queating was mot aa latereed 
im land but in personalty, and, Una that Datenture was teedeotanl 
to pass her interest.—Oounsms, Masthys, QC, aad F&F Pwlks 
Bead, Sourerrens, f0htesn @ Pree, agents for Thess, Nettiaghem » 
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EDWARDS v. JENKINS—Kekewich, J., 12th November. 


Qusrou—Ricut or RecrEATION—INHABITANTS OF A Particutar Districr— 
fe Apsorntne PaRIsHEs. 


-“This was an action by the plaintiff, who was in possession of a piece of 
land in the parish of Beddington, Surrey, against the defendant and other 
inhabitants of the parish,.to restrain a trespass on the plaintiff’s land. 
The defendants claimed, on behalf of themselves and the inhabitants of two 
adjoining parishes, that the land had from time immemorial been an open 
piece of common land, and that there had been, and still was, an ancient 
custom in the said parish of Beddington for all the inhabitants for the 
time being of the said parish and of two adjoining parishes to use the same 
for recreation, and for exercising and playing all lawful games, sports, and 
Hare > cad the said piece of land, and that for such purposes the said 

itants were entitled to access to the said piece of land. It was ob- 
jected, on the part of the plaintiff, that the inhabitants of one parish could 
not:claim a custom together with the inhabitants of other parishes, whilst, 
on behalf of the defendants, it was urged that a claim by the inhabitants 
of a particular district was good, and that the three parishes constituted 
such a district. 
Kxxewicn, J., said that the objection raised by the plaintiff was sound, 
a custom alleged of more than the inhabitants of a particular district was 
had, a district being some division of a county defined by law, a number of 
could not be said to constitute such a district.—Covnszn, 
Warrington, Q.C.; Clode ; Johnstone Edwards ; Baildon. Sowtcrrors, Crouch, 
Edwards, & Heron ; J. D. B. Lewis. 
[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law.] 


















































Winding-up Cases. 


GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY CO. v. THE COAL CO-OPERATIVE 
SOCIETY (LIMITED)—Vaughan Williams, J., 8th November. 


Iypvsreit axp Provivest Soctery—Company—Wixpinc up— DEBENTURES 
—Bru or Sate—Non-ReEcisfRaTION—DEBENTURE-HOLDERS—BULLS OF 
Satz Acts, 1854 (17 £18 Vier. c. 36), 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 31), ann 
1882 (45 & 46 Vier. c. 43), s. 17. 


This was the further consideration of a debenture-holders action, which 
raised the ion whether certain debentures were or were not within 
the Bills of Sale Acts. The defendant society was established in 1872, 
and registered under the Industrial and Provident Society Act, 1862. 
Section 17 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, is as follows: ‘‘ Nothing in this 
Act shall ly to any debentures issued by any mortgage, loan, or other 
i company,and secured upon the capital, stock, or goods, 
chattels, and effects of such company.” 

Vacenas Wuiiass, J., delivered judgment as follows :—As faras I 


can tee the ion that I have to decide is one which at present is not 
decided. is no direct authority. It is really, as far asI can see on 
the question, and I must decide it as best I can. 


authorities, an open 
Now the first Bille of Sale Act 


in 1854 was an Act passed with a 
object, which is stated in the preamble of the Act which is entitled 
“an Act for preventing frauds upon creditors by secret bills of sale of 
personal chattels” and begins with a recital: ‘‘ Whereas frauds are fre- 
committed upon creditors by secret bills of sale of personal 
whereby persons are able to keep up the appearance of being in 
good 1 opmeseaget Pd the Act of — —_ to apply in favour of 
specified persons, those persons only—those persons being reall 
execation creditors, and assignees in Sendhil, eat lewclons se ly a 
benefit of creditors generally—that Act was amended in 1878, but 
of 1878 was passed, as far as I understand, for the same object 
the protection of the same classes as the Act of 1854. Both Acts 
the same mischief (i.-., frauds on creditors) and for 
same persons, i.c., either individual creditors who 
and isened execution, or creditors generally who 
shape of bankruptcy. There is nothing in the Act 
indlicates that there was any intention to afford any special pro- 
“iquidators of companies in liquidation. Then one comes to the 
- The of 1232 has a very much wider scope than either of 
previous Acts. It is not only intended for the prevention of frauds 
is also e for the protection of debtors and 
against those who are rag take advantage of 
Becessities to prey upon them and defraud . §o it is a natural 
ome should find that the Act of 1382 does not only apply, 
1@A and 147% did, to a case where the ntee remained in 
property, notwithstanding the bill of sale, but also 
sale, grants, and charges which are given as 
or aAvances and to cases where grantee may be in 
Now that being the short history of the Actes, one finds 
1982 (4. 17) the provision upon which so much has been said 
section rona—{His lordship read the section, and went 
who have argued on behalf of the debenture-holders come 
first place, the Ville of Bale Acts, whether you take the two 
the later Act, have no application whatever to Bills of Sale 
inetruments iseued by corporations. ny | say the two earlier 
phy to omporations # all, and they farther say that with 
the A 19472 (which has to be conatraed with the Act of 1474— 
5 ins Lomce—the Act A 185A having been repealed) that not only does 
1972 heel! net y taille A sale or debentares iseued by com- 
rey 2 Ath A 1874, which has to be read with the Act of 1482 
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who hold these debentures that they are persons holding debentures issued 
by an incorporated company within the m of section 17. On the 
other hand it is argued on behalf of the liquidator, that the Act of 1854 
1and the Act of 1878 did apply, and the Act of 1878 does apply to 
debentures or bills of sale or charges issued by corporations or companies 
and that with regard to section 17 of the Act of 1882, whatever it can do 
in the case of an incorporated company, the present society is not an 
‘*incorporated company ”’ within the section with the result that under 
the older Acts and under the later Act the companies remain liable to the 
provisions of the Bills of Sale Acts generally. A good deal of light is 
thrown on these contentions by the decision of Bowen, L.J., in Re The 
Standard Manufacturing Co. (39 W. R. 367, 1891, 1 Ch. 627). In that case 
Bowen, L.J., undoubtedly puts it that the judgment of the court is based 
upon the ground that mortgages or charges of any incorporated company 
for the registration of which other provisions have been made by the 
Companies Clauses Act, 1845, or the Companies Act, 1862, are not 
within the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. If that is the whole of the decision of the 
Court of Appeal, I hold that the present society is not entitled to the 
benefit of that decision. It does not come within the scope of it at all. 
This society is not a company in which the registration of mortgages or 
charges is provided for by either of these two Acts, or indeed by any other 
Act. The result is that these debenture-holders are not entitled to say 
that they are exonerated from; visions of the Bills of Sale Acts by 
reason of this decision of Bowen, L.J., because that decision is in terms 
applicable only to companies for the mortgages and charges of which 
provision is made for registration by the two Acts. That being so, I 
cannot myself hold that that decision is one that the debenture-holders 
can succesefully rely on. I have therefore to look at section 17 and see 
whether these debentures come within that section irrespective of Bowen, 
L.J.’s decision. I hold that this society does not come within it. The 
ground I should like best to putit on is the simple one that section 17 
excludes from the operation of the Act of 1882 ‘‘ companies,’’ and that this 
is not a company, it is a corporation which bears the name of “‘ society.” 
The word ‘‘ company ”’ has come to have a very well-recognized meaning. 
There are various legal ‘‘ companies,’’ but this ‘‘ society ’’ does not come 
within the connotation of the word in any of its legal meanings. I think 
that alone would be sufficient ground for saying that the section is defined 
by the Legislature in favour of companies, and that if the Legislature had 
intended to include all sorts of corporations nothing would have been 
easier for the Legislature to do than to say so in plain terms. Though I 
think that a sufficient ground, I should like to add as a further ground 
that the absence of provisions for registration is a reason why the Legisla- 
ture may very well have drawn the line between companies in respect 
of which there is such a provision made and corporations in 
respect of which there is no such provision. But it is my 
duty still to look at this decision of Bowen, L.J., and to see 
whether there is anything else in it which is either binding on me, or 
which I ought, in deference to Bowen, L.J., to follow. There is nothing 
that is binding on me. The question was distinctly raised in Re Standard 
Manufacturing Co. (supra). Aye or no, were corporations generally bound 
by the Bills of Sale Acts, yy of the effect of section 17? Bowen, 
L.J., looks at the Bills of Sale Acts. He points out that bills of sale 
charges or debentures issued by ‘‘companies” do not, in his opinion, 
come within the mischief pointed at by these Acts. He goes on, and 
points out that much of the language of the Acts if not apt language to 
use if the statutes were intended to apply to corporations, but, at the 
same time, he takes the definition clause under the Acts of 1878 (section 
4), which does not, for this purpose, materially differ from the definition 
clause under the Act of 1854, and says in terms that the words of that 
definition clause are wide enough to cover a bill of sale or debentures 
issued by acompany. He winds up by saying that no eorporation can, 
in any circumstance, be within the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. It seems to 
me that Bowen, L.J., deliberately and studiously leaves the question open. 
He goes on to say that ‘‘the view that debentures like the present are 
not within the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, was that adopted by Pollock, B., 
in John Welsted & Co, ¥. Swansea Bank (5 Times L. R. 332: and by Lord 
Coleridge and Wills, J., in Read v. Joannor (38 W. R. 734, 25 Q. B. D. 
300: see also Edmonds v. Blaina Furnaces Co. (385 W. R. 798, 36 Oh. D. 
215), Levy v. Abercarn Slate and Slab Co. (86 W. R. 411, 37 Ch. D. 260). 
He then says: ‘‘ We agree with this view’’—i.c., the view adopted in 
those cases—‘‘ and we think that this appeal should, therefore, be allowed, 
with costs both here and below.’’ If he had stopped there I should have felt 
that that was such an affirmation of the view contained in those cases that it 
bound me. But he goes on to say, without a fresh sentence, ‘‘on the 
ground that the mortgages or charges of any incorporated company, for 
the registration of which other provisions have been made by, the Com- 
panies Clauses Act, 1845, or the Companies Act, 1862, are not within 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1878.”” That is to say, he does not exclude 





, He te loiger apy if it did apply to debentares issued by | u 
on taon porated cryanlcs, and Aalined by Chow: persons | woems 


companies generally from these Acts, but only companies in which 
provisions are made for the registration of mortgage®. It seems to me, 
therefore, that Bowen, L.J., deliberately leaves open the question whether 
the Bills of Sale Acts apply to other companies—i.¢., apply to companies 
in the case of which no provision is made for registration, Being then at 
large to deal with the aie I cannot help starting with the Act of 1854, 
and, remembering, with re to that Act, that at the time when the Act 
of 1554 was cowed the Companies Act, 1862, was not (i.¢., the pro- 
visions for the re tion of mortgages under the Act of 1862 were not in 

4), and that whatever may have been the intention of the Legisla- 
ture at the time of the passing of the Act of 1854 with regard to companies 


| coming within the provisions of the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, the 


Legislature cannot have had any intention with reference to companies 
the Companies Act, 1862, Wut with regard to those companies it 
that the decision 


of Bowen, L.J,, ls impossible to reconcile with 
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Deffell v. White (15 W. R. 68, L. R. 20. P. 144) and Shears v. Jacob (14 
W. R. 609, L. R. 1 C. P. 513), in which it was held in 1866 that the Bills 
of Sale Acts did apply to companies under the Companies Act, 1862. I 
assume that the company in Deffell v. White was a company under the 
Companies Act, 1862, from the date of the case (1866). In Shears v. Saish 
the company is stated in terms to be a company “‘ limited.” With regard 
to the residue of the authority, there is some each way. There isa decision 
by Pearson, J., in Attenborough’s case, Re Cunningham § Oo. (33 W. RB. 387, 
28 Ch. D. 685), which is a positive decision that debentures issued by com- 
panies come within the Bills of Sale Acts, or at all events it is the expres- 
sion of a very decided opinion. There should be added the case of Ross v. 
Army and Navy Hotel Co. (35 W. R. 40,34 Ch. D. 43), where Kay, L.J. 
(then Kay, J.), said the Companies Act seemed to assume that companies 
under the Companies Act are within the Bills of Sale Acts. It 
is true they did not there avoid the security, but it was not 
at all on the ground that the Bills of Sale Acts had no appli- 
cation to such companies. On the other hand there is, as I have 
said, the case of Read v. Joannor (supra), where Lord Coleridge expressly 
decides that corporations are outside the Bills of Sale Acts and the cases 
mentioned by Bowen, L.J., which, without at all expressly deciding, 
seem to me to me to assume that the Bills of Sale Acts have no application 
to corporations at all. I think it right to mention that it is impossible to 
suppose that Bowen, L.J., meant to decide the case upon the ground that 
the Bills of Sale Acts have no application to companies at all, because, if 
he had intended to decide that, the elaborate grounds which he goes into 
for the decision would not have been necessary; he had only to say, 
“This point is concluded by Read v. Joannor (supra). I have, therefore, 
first the decision of Bowen, L.J., which is a decision that companies in 
which provision is made for the registration of mortgages, are not within 
the Act of 1878. I have to say whether I will Os step further and 
say that no corporations are within the Bills of Sale Acts. I do not feel 
disposed to go that step further. What would most dispose me to go 
that step further is the fact that, though Bills of Sale Acts have been in 
force ever since 1854, there have not been (since the two cases I have men- 
tioned) any decision avoiding debentures as coming within the Bills of 
Sale Acts. Down to 1882 the reason for that is that the question could 
not very often arise, because the Acts of 1854 and 1878 had no operation 
in favour of liquidators, and so far as execution creditors were concerned 
the question very rarely arose, because the moment an execution was put 
in you got a petition and a winding-up order, and in that way the raising 
of the question was avoided. I hold that this industrial society is not 
excluded from the operation of the Bills of Sale Acts.—CounsgL, Buckley, 
Q.C., and A. a B. Terrell; Levett, Q.C., and Macnaghten; Martelli. 
Souicrrors, W. Barrs ; Bowen, Cotton, ¢ Bowen ; Mossop § Rolfe. 


{Reported by V. pz 8S. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law.j 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
DRAX v. FFOOKS—ilth November. 


Locat GovERNMENT—REGISTRATION—RIGHT OE WOMEN TO BE ON THE 
ParocutaL Recister—Locat GovernMENT Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vier. c. 
73) s. 2 (1), 3 (2), 43, 44 (1) anp 44 (6) (n.). 

This was an appeal from the decision of the revising barrister at Milton 
Abbas. The appellant, who was a married woman, claimed to be put on 
parochial electors’ list of Milborne St. Andrew in respect of the owner- 
ship of a freehold farm, she herself residing more than three miles from 
the parish. The claim was disallowed by the revising barrister, and she 
now appealed. Her claim was based on the Local Government Act, 1894, 
section 3 (1) of which provides that the parish council shall be elected 
from among the parochial electors of that parish, or persons who have 
within twelve months resided within three miles of the parish ; section 3 
(2) providing that ‘‘ no person shall be disqualified by sex or marriage 
from being elected, or being a member of a parish council”; also on 
section 23 (2) which provides, with respect to the district councils, ‘‘ that 
& person shall not be qualified to be elected or to be a councillor, unless he 
is a parochial elector of some parish within the district, or has during the 
whole of the twelve months preceding the election resided in the district, 
and no person shall be disqualified by sex or marriage for being elected or 
being a councillor .». . ,’’ and on section 43 which provides that 
“for the purposes of this Act a woman shall not be disqualified by 
marriage for being on any local government ter of electors, or for 
being an elector of any local authority, provided that a husband and wife 
shall not both be qualified in respect of the same property.”” ‘* Parochial 
electors ’’ is defined in section 2 (1) as ‘‘ the persons registered in such portion 
either of the local government register of electors, or of the parliamentary 
a of electors as relates to the parish,’’ and section 44 ty further pro- 
vides that “the local government register of electors and the : 
tary register of electors, so far as they relate to a parish shall, together, 
form the register of the parochial electors of the parish ; and any person 
whose name is not in that register shall not be entitled to attend a mee 
and vote asa parochial elector, and person whose name is in tha 

shall be entitled to attend a mee and vote as a parochial elector 
ess prohibited from voting by this or any other Act of Parliament.’’ 

Tt was contended, on behalf of the appellant, that in view of sections 3 (2), 

$5 (2), and 43 she was entitled to be in the list of electors. It was 

that, instead of erasing her namo, the revising barrister ought to have 

Placed a mark against it, stgnity that she was entitled to be registered 

a3 a parochial elector, so that it t appear in « separate list of parochial 

electors in accordance with section 44 (6) (b). Counsel did not appear for 


Wiss, JJ.) dismissed the 
not had the assistance of counsel on both 


section 43 provided that, for the purposes 


erased by the revising barrister under 
because, under that antecedent state of 


Parliamen franchise. -It might be that 
she had ~~ that watt gy — 


was right. The question was whether a married woman could. 
of the oupannly <t ‘povpery, bo seupesy: pinee® 


because of sex, but because she had not Pew qualification for the 


she was d 
absence of that franchise, and not her sex, that was the disqualification.— 
CounsgL, Macmorran. Soutcrron, H. W. Parker Blandford. 


[Reported by C. G. Wisrauau, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Tue Cover (Lord Russsut or Kritowen;.C.J., Grantoam and Vavenax 
Lord Russgit or KruLowen, C.J., said that he 


that had 


of 

be disqualified by marriage. It was to be observed, regard to both 
Sean oatlona, that neither professed to give a qualification. Therefore, 
for the purposes of this question, the etiect of them was that, if she had 
had the qualification, then the fact of her being a married woman could 
not take it away. Counsel referred the court to section 44 (6) That 
section was provided for a class of cases existing under an antecedent 
state of the law. The names of the persons in that class 


that 
differently dealt with. That section i By = apply to married 


appear on the register at all. 
Grantuam, J., said that he had had some doubt on the 
he distinction between 3 (2) and section 43. The 
former said neither sex nor marriage , and the latter was 
confined to —_—oee disqualification of And as neither a 
married or woman could get on the i register, 
section 43 did not touch women with an ownership qualification at all. 
Vaucuan Writs, J., said that the appellant was not disqualified 
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LILES »v. TERRY—C.A. No. 1, 7th November. 
Soricrror—Cirent—Grrt ro Soxicrror’s Wira—Isvauinrerr. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of Charles, J., in favour of 
defendants at the trial of the action without a jury. The plaintiff 
elderly spinster lady and the defendants were a solicitor and hi 
being the plaintiff's niece. The action was to set 
made in October, 1892, whereby the plaintiff had certain 
premises at Walworth to the maledefendant upon trust for 
for life, and then to her sister for dy Dive wh 

own 


: 
tu 


the premises im question, and 

that went with her 

defendant was 3 
will contained no 
after she 


the premises in question, and the plaintiff said that, had 

the will, the defendant SS ee SS a ah aren 
now sought to be set . The defendant told the plaintiff i was « 
separate deed dealing with the i and as Ca eee 
but she stated in her evidence she was not told, and did mot know, 


f 


the deed was an irrevocable conveyance. The defendant, having become 
insane, was not called at the trial, but an independent who wit- 
nessed the plaintiff's signature to both documents was on bebalf af 
the defence, and he stated that the defendant explained both the will and 
the deed to the plaintiff before she sigued them.” Charles, J., was a 
° thet these hed been we wniies tethenatey Ce Gtaebas, eae ae 

matter had been thoroughly to the plaintiff, that the 
deed as executed carried out the then wishes. Qn these grounds 
the learned judge gave } for the defendants. The following cases 
were cited in the course of the ts: Geadard v. Gertiake (9 Price 169), 
Morgan v. Minett (6 Oh. D. Ateard ¥. Shiner Ga. D. 145), 


2 
$r 
i 

nad 


jas Bese, ME. coil Gat in sete a te 
definite rule of the court was to set at cone 
found by Charles, meat he awe ea 
tions of the plaintiff were carried out, difference between & 














54 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


‘Nov. 16, 1895. 








ers 








she could revoke and a deed which was irrevocable was lained 
to her, and she understood the effect of what she was doing. e deed 
was not intended to benefit the solicitor, and it could not not do so; it 
was intended to benefit the solicitor’s wife, who was the plaintiff's niece. 
In spite of all that, however, the rule established by the courts of equity 


was that because the defendant was a solicitor, and because the plaintiff 
had no independent advice, the gift was void, and the solicitor’s wife 
must lose all the benefits which the plaintiff had previously intended to 
confer upon her. The rule of equity was that the age. ge of undue 
influence in cases such as this was a presumption of law, and one, there- 
fore, which could not be met or refuted by any facts. That was the rule 
laid down by Turner, L.J., in Rhodes v. Bat (ubi sup.), who was the safest 
possible guide to follow in equity matters; but his lordship added that he 
thought the rule a most unfortunate one, which might in certain cases 
work terrible injustice. That being the rule, this deed of conveyance 
must be set aside, and the appeal would be allowed. 

Lorzs, L.J., concurred, but said that he differed from the Master of 
the Rolls as to the rule in question being an unfortunate one. Although 
being a hard and fast rule it might sometimes produce hardship, it was 


nevertheless founded upon public policy, and in most cases was highly 
beneficial. The authorities established the principle that a gift to a 
solicitor from a client while the relationship of solicitor and client was 
subsisting, or whilst any influence from that relationship lasted, was 
invalid. To render such a gift valid, the relationship must be entirely at 
anend. It was no avail that the solicitor had thoroughly explained the 

i . The ged must tell the client that she soul Dave 
some independent advice. It was not necessary to through the 
cases, but he would refer to Rhodes v. Bate (ubdi my ae valuable 
authority. In that case Turner, L.J., said, ‘‘ I take it to be a well-estab- 
lished principle of this court, that persons standing in a confidential rela- 
tion towards others cannot entitle themselves to hold benefits which those 
others may have conferred upon them, unless they can show to the satis- 
of the court that the persons by whom the benefits have been con- 
had competent and independent advice in conferring them.’’ That 
i the principle which governed this case. It was not necessary 
to refer to the evidence or to say whether he came to the same conclusion 
on the evidence as the Master of the Rolls had done. He did not think 
any valid distinction could be drawn between the case of gift to a solicitor 
and a gift to his wife. It was clear that in the latter case the solicitor 
must derive some advantage from the gift. He based his decision on the 
inflexible rule of equity. 

Kar, L.J., came to the same conclusion, but said that he entirely 
dissented from the comments of the Master of the Rolls. The rule was a 
rule of public policy of the highest importance. When one m was 
under the infinence of another by reason of some relationship existing 
between them, that person was not allowed to accept any benefit 
from a gift from the former unless the donor before making the gift had 
some i ice. In Wright v. Proud 
(13 Ves. 136), Lord Erskine said: “Independent of all fraud, an 
attorney shall not take a gift from his client, while the relation subsiste, 
though the transaction may be not only free from fraud but the most 

12 ite Then in Hatch v. Hatch (9 Ves. 292), Lord Eldon 
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and therefore he agreed that the appeal must be allowed.—Covnszi, 
Attenborough ; Lynch. Sottscrrors, J. Attenborough ; Wilson $ Son. 


[Reported by F. 0. Rostnson, Barrister-at-Law.] 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this aseociation 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. Richard Pennington, J.P., in the chair. The other 
directors present being Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, J.P. (Hereford), W. F. 
Blandy (Reading), W. B. Brook, H. H. Burne (Bath), H. M. Cotton, R. 
Cunliffe, G. R. Dodd, W., Geare, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Gray Hill 
(Liverpool), John Hunter, J. H. Kays, F. Rowley Parker, Henry Roscoe, 
Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £725 was distributed in grants of relief, twenty-nine new mem- 
bers were admitted to the association, and other general business tran- 
sacted. Mr. Richard Pennington was unanimously elected as chairman of 
the board of directors for the ensuing year, and a cordial vote of thanks 
was tendered to Mr. Henry Child Beddoe (Hereford) for his services as 
chairman during the past twelve months. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Sociery.—Nov. 12—Chairman: Mr. J. 8. 
Wilkinson.—The subject for debate was : ‘‘ That the case of Great Northern 
Railway Co. v. Palmer (1895, 1 Q. B. 862) was wrongly decided.”” Mr. 
Neville Tebbutt opened in the affirmative, Mr. E. R. Willett seconded in 
the affirmative, Mr. Trevor Roberts opened in the negative, Mr. Leader 
seconded in the negative. The follo members also spoke :—Meesrs, 
C. Augustus Anderson, Legg, E. A. Bell, Daniell, Herbert Smith, A. E. 
Clarke, W. S. Henderson. The motion was carried by four votes. ‘The 
| subject for debate at the next meeting of the society on Tuesday, the 19th 
day of November, is, ‘‘ That some system of conscription should be intro- 
duced into this country.’’ 

Bracksugn anv District Law Srupgyts’ Desatine Soctery.—Wednes- 
day, Nov. 6—The Town Clerk of Blackburn, Mr. R. E. Fox (president of 
the society), in the chair.—The subject for debate was as follows: *‘ That 
the case of Broderip v. Saloman (1895, L. T. 155) was wrongly decided. 
Messrs. Knowles, Hindle, and ey | spoke for the affirmative, and Messrs. 
Sharples, Cooper, and Hilton for the negative. The motion was lost by 
two votes. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Monday, the 4th day of November, 1895 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord —_ Chancellor of Great 


Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentio in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williame. 


Scugvvs. 

Mr. Justice Chitty (1895—H—No. 2,622) Arthur Hill and another v 

The Dorman’s Park Hotel Syndicate, Limited. 

Mr. Justice Stirling (1875—H—No. 3,101) 
Sedden, Shepherd, & Co., Limited. 


Thomas Hill and others v 
Haussury, C. 








| LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


A corres t says that a familiar face will be sadly missed in and 
about the Law Courts and offices. Mr. Epwaup Joun Oox.ison died at the 
of 74 on the 2nd inst., after ha faithfully served his employers for 
fifty-five years. His tlorw conduct and kindly disposition 
cnleasel fim not only to b but to every one with whom he 
was associated in the profession. . Collison was ong of the oldest mem- 
aw Clerks Society, having been a subscriber since 





APPOINTMENTS, 


r. Atweur Bonuts, solicitor, of Middlesborough, has been appointed 4 
to Administer Oaths, He was admitted in ovember, 


nted Rogis- 


,M. T. Houma, solicitor, of Mt. Albans, has been « 
County te Mr. George 


tear of the %. Albans Court in the place of the 
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has been appointed a Commissioner for toking AMtaritp be wall Se 
Supreme Court of Western Australia, and for taking acknowledgments 
of deeds executed by married women in the City and County of 
London. 

Mr. W. A. Warts, solicitor, of St: Ives, Hunts, has been appointed 
Clerk to the newly formed School Board for Hemingford Grey. Mr. 
Watts was admitted in Trinity Term, 1875, and holds other public ap- 
pointments. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvrion. 


Epwarp Lianrarr Lewes and Henry Wootcort, Solicitors (Snowball, 
Lewes, & Woolcott), Liverpool. Nov. 4. The said Edward Lianfair 
Lewes will continue to carry on the practice on his own account under 
the style of Snowball & Lewes. [ Gazette, Nov. 8. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Re Cuartes Tyier, deceased.—Will any Soxicrror or other person 
holding or having Prerarep a Writ of Cuartes Tyier, Esq., late of 
Elberton, New West-end, Finchley-road, Hampstead, N.W., who died on 
the 2nd of November, 1895, kindly Communicate at once with the under- 
signed solicitors ?—Dated this 9th of November, 1895. Garp, Haut, & 
Roox, 2, Gresham-buildings, Basinghall-street, E.C. 

Any person who may have at any time made or Arrestep any Witt for 
James Epwarp Hayngs, of 3, Elms-road, North Dulwich, and No. 6, 
Water-lane, Eastcheap, E.C., deceased, is requested to Communicate with 
Messrs. Whittington & Son, Solicitors, 3, Bishopsgate-street Without. 


GENERAL, 


It is announced that Mr. Baron Pollock, who is steadily recovering from 
his recent cold, is staying at Brighton. 


Justices Wills, Lawrance, Wright, and Collins have, says the Zimes, 
been appointed additional election petition judges to fill any occasional 
vacancy upon the rota of judges for the trial of Parliamentary election 
petitions, or to assist the judges on the rota as additional judges. A 
divisional court, consisting of two judges, will sit on Friday next, at 3 
o'clock, for the sole purpose of hearing applications under the Parliamen- 
tary Election Petitions Acts. 


Tte Lord Chancellor, in responding for the House of Lords at the Guild- 
hall dinner, referred ‘‘ to the loss of one of its most distinguished members 
—I mean the loss of Lord Selborne, a distinguished judge, a great jurist, 
a great statesman, one of those who were most determined to defend the 
rights of the City of London and all other rights against the class of 
persons who were apparently desirous of encouraging thrift by spoliation, 
and went ras, >. charity to your neighbour by taking away that which 
belonged to him.’’ 

At the Guildhall dinner, on the 9th inst., the Lord Chief Justice, in 
returning thanks for the toast of her Majesty’s judges, remarked that he 
happened to be the youngest in judicial standing of her Majesty’s judges. 
“Tam afraid,’’ he said, *‘ that, if I should have the honour of accepting 
the hospitality of the Lord Mayor of the City of London on some future 
occasion, I shall have lost that comparatively innocent character, for there 
is a mysterious, if not inexplicable, connection between a o—— of 
Government and the occurrence of vacancies on the judicial bench. I 
should not be me ne if, before this time next year, if I be x. ny 
honoured with the invitation of the Lord Mayor, either upon the n - 
tion of my noble and learned friend the Lord 
nomination of the Prime Minister, I should have been 
character as junior judge.” 


A point of some importance in criminal pleading arose in a case 
tried at the Oxfordshire Assizes, says the Zimes reporter, by Mr. Justice 
Cave, in which Hannah Measer, 34, wife of a labourer, was indicted for 
wilful and corrupt perjury as a witness in the county court at Chipping 
Norton. There was another indictment charging her with knowingly 
uttering three forged reveipts. The learned judge, referring to the latter 
indictment, pointed out that three separate offences had irregularly, been 

oined in one indictment. Mr. Mirehouse, who (with Mr. Cumberland 
ones) prosecuted on behalf of the Treasury, said that this was often done. 
The judge.—Show me your authority. Mr. Mirehouse cited the cases of 
Reg. v. Haywood and Rey. v. Froome from Roscoe's Criminal Evidence, p. 
490. The judge ruled that these did not justify what had been done. 


The late Mr. Benjamin, Q.C., himself one of the wittiest men of his 
day, used to tell, 4 the Avening Stenderd, among many other = 
stories, one of General Butler's caustic retort upon 0 Masedbaaette j » 
when Butler was practising at the bar. He was for a ruling 
favourable to a cause he was defending, and pertinac held to his 

t in spite of much discouragement. The judge got out of patience at 

t. and testily exclaimed, ‘‘ Mr. Butler, what do you think I sit here 
for?’ The General quietly shrugged his shoulders, aud » * The 
court has got me now,” Another of the same 

quoted instances "’ was quaintly illustrative of the procedure 
some of the courts in the United States. One very hot day 
beer tried in one of the ha oa gga She eotae for 

een peaking at t length, referring to numerous 
authorities, was about to produce another im volume, when the 
judge inquired what was the amount in dispute. On informed tha 


or, or upon the 
relieved of my 





it was two ** Well,”’ said he, “‘ the weather is very hot ; I am very 
old, and also feeble ; I’ll pay the amount myself,’’ Whether the question 
of costs was ‘‘ reserved ” history sayeth not. 








The directors of the East London Waterworks Co. invite 
£125,000 three per cent. debenture stock, being the second 
£500,000 debenture stock created under the company’s Act 
minimum price of issue is par. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recisrzans 1x ATTENDANCE Oo” 
Mr. Justice 
Curry. 





Wakrntnc To InTENDING Hovss Purcuasers asp Lessges.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Ex from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros ), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guimeas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr-] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fuinar, Nov 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lonrep om Cuarcerr. 

Duxcax McLanex & Co, Lourep.—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
son, 48, Castle st, Li E 

Moutriece Inver Setvacs Macurxs, Co., Losrrep.—Creditors are required, on 

, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
Thomas Arnold, 8, Bull’s Head, Exchange chmbrs, Market pl, Manchester 
Newton, solrs to the liquidator 

Couysty Pararivs or Laycastss. 


Loorep rs Caayscerr. 

JoxatHax Anpnew & Sons, Lrurrep.—Peta for winding up, presented Oct 3, di 
beheard in Liverpool Nov 18 Hardings, Wood, & @&, Primcess st. Manchester 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than twoo'cloek im the after- 


noon on Nov 16 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Heart ang Soap Beygrit Buicprve Socrerr, Hepe Tavern, 2, Pollard rew, Bethea! 


Green. 
-~ Farenpiy Tontixe Society, St. Jude’s Schoolrooms, 2 and 4, Low hill, Liverpeel. 
ov 4 


Lendon Gazette.—Tvrspar, Nov. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lumrrep rx 5 
ABC Hore: Apveatistxe Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding presented Nov 5. Greeted 
_ to be on Nov 20. mreh & C0. 8, Bedford tow, wulees fer petitions. Meter af 
See wat tan he ee eee 
ov 
Bewrey & Ros, Loureo.—Creditors are required on or before Dee Si, te semd their mamees 
and addresses, and i of debts or claims, to William Hart i, Irene gate, Derby 
NS ee tae te ai a. 
anpetanta Warerworks & Miuure —Peta wly prewaset N 
T, directed to be heard Nov 20. N Herbert Samith, Coenen ato nous 
atin of egneasing neh cach Cee ee oe ee 
noca ov 


Cusaysive Syyvrcars, Lomrep.—Peta for windi Qet 
heard Nov 2 F Hall Tomki Te Chee ben ee ae oe 7 
appearing must reach the above-named not later six oieck iz the 

Hawrresx Laxps axp Raruway Sryvercate Lanree ie Li 


Nov 15 

quired, on ar send in their name: and 

of their debts 

chureh st. i 
Paxvora Potprxe Box Co, Laxrree—Creditters are reqaited, oa ex Before New 23. te seod 
their names and addresses, and the particellars of their Gedts ar ching tw Wiliam 
Hope, 4 Femchureh si 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLYER 
Cuxsuext avo Wattaaw Q-orssarees Soceery, Enertse, Beelive Cottage, Derner's 


hill, Cheshunt, Hi tL Nev 
er oF St. Micwaxt, Viearage, ¢ Saltertaa, SQ, Dewer Now 2 
Want . »N 


Ntertaa, 
Norrires an axe Norrs Axeimes” Assocs tren, y New? 
Se Janne’s Seouressure Unios Rextere Qeeery, Reoms, The Pines, 
vv 


Covent Ganten 2 
> ues Cus axe Lesrerewe, Byers Green, Poem, Amersham, Bechinghen 
v 


Wraaranen Lawenas axe Raneas Quon, Mi Market place, Wilhenden = Qet 28 
Soarereace roa Beane Morten 


at rr Haxe WOLY SOovery, eee ae News 
Crearen, Okemo, Sovak Soman Box < SRR eae aoe 


ley, Lancaster Now 3 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette-—Fripay, Nov. 


Moruzy, Ricuarp, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Nov 30 Crummack v Morley, 
Registrar, 


, Manchester Linnell, Manchester 


Wriu14ms, Jozx, Bronant, Liedrod, Cardigan, Shopkeeper 
oo paisa 


Jones, Chancery lane 


‘Wiiuiams, Marcanet, Landore, Swansea Nov 22 Williams v Williams, Chitty, J 


, Swansea 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 8. 
et, Herts, Hosier Dec 9 Bentley v Bentley, Stirling, J 


Beyrizy, Jonx, East Barnet, 
Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 


Kenrox, Asicat, Many Axx, Mayes rd, Wood Green Nov25 Kerton v Dod, Keke- 


J Pettiver, College hill 


Remstz, Susax, Rose villas, New Brompton, Kent Dec 
wich, Kensington 


J Warzetti, Gloucester rd, South 
Scorrzx, Wiii1am, Sharnford, Leicester, Farmer Dec 7 


Saiiex, Tom, Bishopston, Horfield, Glos Dec 9 Harris v Sellek, North, J Atchley, 


London Gazette—Tuzspay, Nov. 12. 
‘West v Hancock, Kekewich, J 


Hascocx, Joux, Braunston, Northants, Butcher Dec 9 
, Daventry, Northants 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Dar or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Trosspay, Nov. 5. 
Aurutetr, Hazver, Bristol, Cooper Dec1S Johnstone, Bristol 


Arwoop, Exxzs, Islington Decl4 Garrett, Gt James st 


Besrizr, Fassry, Minehead, Somerset Nov 12 Hole, Dunster, Minehead 
Boesrisc, Wiri114x, Colchester, Nurseryman Nov 30 Morshall & Potter, Colchester 
Cozszz, Cuazies Joux, Islington Nov 3) Thos Dyson & Smith, Bishopsgate st Without 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


iendon Gasetie.—Furpar, Nov. &. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Atogs, ALzerT eam, Cheltenham Cheltenham Tet 
2 


s, ur Carlisle, Parmer 

Caztiel> Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 4 

Bossoz, Joszra. Fishmonger Birmingham 
Pet Nor 6 Ord Nor 6 

» Wsetiam Nruzon, Bradford, Grocer Bradford 

Pet Norvs Ord Novs 

Cassatt. Pezoesicx Azreve, Blackhorse ri. Deptford, 
Mamafactarer Greenwich Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 5 

Caawsex, Jotarz. Basford, Notts, Bieacher WNottingtam 
Pet NorS Ori Novs 

Cuces, Eowsen Moret, Pancras lane. Solicitor High 
Court Pet Ots Ord Novs 

Cosmax, Joux, and Joezrz Ratra Picucer, Cardiff, 

: — a CarSi@l Pet Nov? Ori Nov2 

Conzz, Wreriax, , Surveyor High Court 

Pet Oct 22 Ged Sort 


Cotas, Joax Roeret, Zenoria &, Past Dulwich, Estate 
ce Agen. ay Pet Nov ‘aes 
‘aeyw Tez, Faxes wD, ourneyman 
Prater Haitex PA Sori Gri Nor 4 
Dawses, EBucaszep, Harrogate, Picture Frame Dealer 
York Pet Bors Ord Mow 5 
of Magis Salesman 


r g 

Desse, Taonss. North Tzwton, Devonshire Plymouth 
Pat Bors Ori Bor 5 

De Moctss, Parcerrt, Belsize vi, Kilborn, Forvign Pro- 
Tn High Court” Pa Nové Ori Moré 

Vaswmceer. Geonct Asnos, Boctic. 
ment Dealer Liverpool Pet Nord Ori Novi 

Gus, Jesern, Cattictorwn vi, Wet Kensington, Clerk 
Dae Gout Pe Mort Ori Nore 

hn, Pees, Swanecs, Cabinet Maker Swanen Pat 


4, 7 ae 
Liv A, Shigreright 

PaOtm Ori Mor 4 satis 

Arma, talep, Qoeward Lenmin- 


. Geantostiom, to8Ax, Begins Driver Great 
Yarmonch Peg Kor 5 (wt Kon _— 
a AnDe ets, secatshs, remsecranen (reat 
ones mes ete s 
reece Asreursers, Mirkagste, Yon, Drager 
ao es re oe x 


Scorn, Jome \, Draper Gondetiand Pe Oc 

fain ata, Wh t 
, Rate, Winer, Water Mh 

Sattar Carte tities 


doves, Casecan, Werticr, Uxtophacire, aes Cratos 
Pet Bors nt Sons a eee 
bore. an Bs, Gam, Vermer Cori 4 Ros 


a — Posies, Gams, Teen VotgyttA VA Bor 
karting Pats, Catint, Von Wat- 
wt, OAD (eh Son 6 


. eee  Otmnery, Wher  Cfantey Ve 
Bors O68 Bot 





Hewersox, Annie Lovtsa, 
1. c rs, Tel st 
Hitsers, Diana, Brighton 


Farrigxp, Jang, Solihull, Warwick Dec9 Sydney & Co, Birmingham 
Hestuixa, Jonx, Wakefield, Gent Dec 14 Williams & Plews, Wakefield 
Heswor, Ayy, Allendale, Morthumbrld Dec17 Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Croydon rd, Anerley Dec 1 R Miller & Go, Stephen’s 
Dec 10 Saltwell & Co, Stone bldgs, W C 


Hotxanp, Franors, Alnwick Dec6é Dickson & Co, Alnwick 


Dec 3 Evans v Williams, | Horwoop, Cuarues, Clay Hill, Haslemere; Surrey Nov 23 Mellersh, Godalming 


Lams, Jony, 


Hall v Glover, Kekewich, J 


Tompson, Joseru, Bedford 











Mars, Azruurz James, Little Totham, Essex, Farmer 
Chelmsford Pet Nov1 Ord Novi 
Mezgrr, > penne, Glenavon rd, Stratford, Dock Clerk 


Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
me. Eayest ADOLPH, st, Walworth, Baker 
N Bf ites rd Dim Dinmond § Broker High Court 
Nyevac, 8 H, ro! 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 6 


Ovzresp, Apzanam ALExanper, West Green rd, Totten- 
== a Builder’ Edmonton Pet Nov 4 


Parken, _ Broomsleigh st, Hampstead 
te S Sa High Court Pet Nos Ord 
ov 


-_\ Tsomuas, Lanelly, Fruit Salesman Carmarthen 


Pet Nov6 Ord Nov6é 
Ly <P Licensed Victu- 
Rezo, Jons, V Wigginton, Yorks, Tailor "York Pet Nov 5 
~~ Saucer, Luton, 
oY ance, (Blacksmith 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nové 
Nov 4 
Surra, Joux Jaxes, Cheltenham, Painter Cheltenham 
ton Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 
nr Cheadle, Staffs. Labourer 
Srezer, Jaucze, Oldham, 
PaNov5 OrdNn 
Amended Notice eubstituted for blished in the Lon- 








Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
Pottagp, Grorcz, Laton, Bedfordshire, Tinman Luton 
Powstt, Wii.iax, 
ereford PetNov6é Ord Nov 
Bicuarvs, Jous Wiiwtam, Lianelly, Licensed Victualler 
Carmarthen Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 
Bedfordshire, Straw Hat Manufac- 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 
rn Taouas, &t 
Preston 
Suzatos, James Geary, and Jauzs Witttam Bexverr, 
inori C, Engineers High Court Pet Nov 4 Ord 
Pet Nov5 Ord Novs 
Surrz, Eowanrn Sree.e, Fenton, Staffs, Cratemaker Long- 
Seare, Witttsan, Whiston, 
Longton Pet Novis Ord] Nov 5 
Auctioneer Oldham Pet Nov4 
Ord Nov 4 
Fiesp, jum Apovrau 5, Wiehe, Glos, Inn 
g keeper 
pm... Cuaures, Forest Gate, Cabinet Maker High 
Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 4 
that p 
London Gazette of Oct. 2%: 
nary _ aeeeae «, Leicester Leicester PAOct4 Ord 


Pit Netices mubstituted for theme published in the | 
dom Gazette of Oct 
Owes, Wenasass Hesny, tb haty "Manchester, Toy 
I theater PAOAM Ord Ou 
Mewtus, Jous, and Josern Mowros, Gatethead, Painter 
Newrastle wpm Tyne Pet Ot ® Ordon ws 


OVER BYACIBDING BRECEIVING OLDEL, 


Canewrann, Yaurn Manz, ~y-y- at, Hyde Park, 
a High Court Kee Ord tet 1b 
ws Ss 


FIRST MELTINGS. 


Aeores, Vannar Wrenaton Onan a 
Views , Aiwerticing aepath Nov iat 12 Bank- 
sayry hg, a 1 


Bares, tm sen Leanne Novis 

iz Voung & 

been, lea f— 3 Pier moe £7 
BaDwas Of hes, 4 


Bev sny, Txomas Maser, Hons, | 
ae, ones Wav ts’ of 408 “ie fer 
NG 





Hupsox, Henry Goway, Roundhay, nr Leeds January 16 Simpsons & Denham 
Kipp, Exiza Hargtert, Beddington, Surrey Dec 2 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 

Kipp, fom bg mg Davy, Addlestone, Surrey, Clerk in Holy Orders Dec2 Josselyn 
ton, Notts Jan31 Mee & Co, Retford 

Mackay, Anprew, Canterbury st, New Brompton, Pensioner Dec 14 Steadman, 
7 Rumble vy Marzetti, Keke- | Manszy, Anruunr, High Onley, Stafford, Ex Police Officer Nov 30 Adderley, Longton 
McKim, Wituram, Rochdale, Tailor Dec? Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 

Metrosz, Sops1a, York Dec2i Dent, York 

Mennicks, James, Ockham Bodiam, Sussex, Farmer Dec 12 Davenport & Co, Hastings 
Nicuots, James, 8t George, Gloucester, Beer Retailer Dec 31 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 
Oveuron, Jouyx, Southampton, Gent Dec 9 Footner & Son, Romsey 
‘Parker, Many, Pilsley, Derby Dec 29 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 
oe Witu1am, Greenhaugh, Northumbrid,{Shepherd Nov 14 


Sueruesgp, Joszru, Kingston upon Hull, Fishmonger Novié T & A Priestmanv, Hull 

Sreryserc, Frepericx, Manchester, Merchant Dec 31 Boote & Edgar, Manches- 
ter 

Sroxz, Ex1za, Horsham Nov 30 Cotching, Horsham 

Tayior, Mary, Bootle, nr Liverpool Dec12 Holme, Liverpool 


Baty & Fisher, 


Dec 31 Mee & Co, Retford 


Tosmem, Sir Seana, Noirmont, Weybridge, Surrey, Knight Decl Park & Co, Essex 


Buaytockx, Tuomas, Low Moor House, Carlisle, Farmer 
- Nov = at3 Off Rec, 29, So pe —_ oo 
ULLEN, Frank or! ov 18 a 

Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

CiEws, Vean ‘olstanton, Staffs, Beerhouse Keeper 

Pg ne —_ & Off me 5 a eae lame os 
KE, Francis, ynes, Bedf ‘armer ‘ov 
at 11.30 Off Ree, St Paul’s a lied 

Crowruer, Tom Grexzxwoop, Halifax, Journeyman 
Printer Nov 18 at 11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, 


ee sats East st, Walworth, Wardrobe Dealer Nov 19 


Bankru bldgs, Carey st 
Satan - nok Taeabienen Yorks, Picture Frame 
Dealer Nov 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, 


York 

Deva, Joun, Scarborough, Painter Nov 15 at12 Off 
Rec, ewborough st, Scarborough 

Epuunps, ‘Tuomas, Elmley Lovatt, Worcestershire, Farmer 
Nov 15 at 2 Ivens & Morton, solicitors, Kidder- 
minster 

Gwvewe, Feepericx CHARLES. > Frecoashire 
Nov 19at2 65, High st, Merthyr 

Housresz, Waeeess ty ee —~ 

s Stonegate, Y 

Kiesy, Hanon, Het, Slington a dnty ‘Yote Confectioner 
Nov l5at 3 Off Rec, 74, Newborough street, Scar- 


Lez, Gzozcz Hewny, Doncaster, Provision Decter Nov 18 
at 11.30 Off Ree, lane, Sheffield 

Mann, James, West B ‘ord, Notts, Wholesale Green- 
eo Nov 15at12 Off Rec, St Peters Church walk, 


Mase urn, meee, I W, Tailor Nov l6at 12 Off 

’ 

Mossrogp, Samson, Bunbury, Cheshire, Sexton Nov 29 at 
11.15 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Mongen, 50 Joux, and Joszru Murrow, Gateshead, Durham, 

Nov 18 at 11.30 Off Reo, Pink lane, New- 

cuiees Tyne 

Nieip, Jaues, Crewe, Butcher Nov 29 at 10.45 Royal 
Hotel, Crew 


rewe 
-; = Wirisam Hewnyr, Deonagnte, Manchester, Toy 
Nov 15 at 3 Ogden’ mors, Bridge st, Man- 


mod, Glam, Outfitter Nov 21 at 
m wt, Cardiff 

ough Butcher Mev batil Of 
ty 

Yorks, allot Nov 20 atll Off 


eee Nov 21 at 


Penner’, Lewis, Nant 
11.40 Off Ree, 29, 

| Raven, Puancis, Scar 
Rec, 74, Newborough 

Rexp, ‘oun, Wigs 


y 


Hee, 2%, 
| Rowimsom, Rowsar, Holme Cultram, OCumbrid, Farmer 


Nov 16 at 2.80 Off Ree, 20, Lowther at, Carlisle 
| Barisnuny, Jauna Poon, Newport, Halop ‘Btationor Nov 
10 at L1Ab Wright & Westhoud's 8t Martin's pl, Staf- 


fi 

| Saxvena, Ronner, Southaea, Picture Vrame Makor Nov 
19 at A, Off Kec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Putte 
mou 

Suanv, Gnonon, Sheffield Ldoeneet Yi Victualler Nov 16 at 
12° Off Hec, Figtres lane, Bhefiield 

| Mimvnon, Jonna Panowry, Ripon, Yorks, Timber Merchant 
Nov at 12 Court house, Northallerton 

Mranvonv, BHanun. Kowsanv, Margate, Leather Warehous- 
= Nov wa aty.n0 Off Keo, 73, Caatle at, Canter- 


rerun es yo Kardiniand, Herefordshire, Shoomaker 
Nov is atl 4, Corn m, Leominator 
Tranny, Arann hbeftiel, Builder Nov at 11 Of 


Twomes, Jounm, ire, Insurance Agent Nov 
at 7 Off Hes, 4, Queen wt, Varmarthen 








Nov, 


Travis, WILL 
Off 2 








Waker, He: 
at3 Off 

Wixrysoy, C 
21 at 12.3% 


Werrent, Art 
ov 21 at 


Amended noti 


Brown, Ayn ] 
12.30 Of 


Atper, ALBEE 
Nov2 0: 
Asuman, Cart 
Pet Nov 6 
Batcuevor, F 
High Cow 
Benton, THos 
Ord Nov 2 
BLACKISTON, 
eedingt 
facturers 
Buaytock, TF 
Carlisle ] 
Bouttses, Rr 
Victualler 
Brapsury, W 
Bradford 
Cuawyer, Jos 
Nottingha 
Cotes, Joun 
Agent EH 
Crastree, C1 
Cotton W 
Ord Nov 2 
Dives, Jonny] 
Truro Pe 
Drakr, THOM. 
et Nov 5 
Du Moutiy, P 
vision Mer 
Faruvrest, G 
Tnstrumen 
GaRRinetoy, 
alsall 


Geppes, Wat 
Mancheste 
Hory, Henry, 
Yarmouth 


Yarmouth 
Jacoss, JOny, 
16 Ord N 
Joxes, Morea 
Nov 4 
Joyzs, Ress, F 
No 
Keyworrn, A: 
Pet Nov 4 
Mayy, Arruv 
Chelmsfor 
Mesnzirr, Ros 
High Cour 
Miturk, Eanes 
Pet Nov 5 
Overenp, ABR 
ham, Hor 
Ord Nov 4 
Parxes, Wii1) 
&e High ¢ 
Patuups, Troy 
Pet Oct 24 
Pottarp, Gror 
Nov 6 
Pow BLL, Witt 
a“er Here 
Ricmagps, Jor 
C he 
Rosixsox, Esx 
chant Ma 
Rooms, Saxvei 
factr-er I 
Sancexr, Tuo 
Nov6é Or 
Sarre, Jou | 
Pet Nov 5 
Surrn, Epwar 
Stoke upon 
Swaps, Wri 
Stoke upon 
Sraxer, Jaws, 
Ord Nov 4 
Waeuvox, Jou 
Pet Oct 14 
Wuacy, Haw 
8 Ord Nov 
Yrexp, Jawes A 
ham Pet D 


Backnovss, Ax 
Batxaniner, x 


jeWoast) 
Bosaxquar, © 
Traveller | 


nham 


sselyn 


Iman, 


ton 


stings 
ol 


‘isher, 
full 
ches 


Off 
eeper 


ov 16 


yman 
nbrs, 


ov 19 


rame 
pate, 


Off 


rmer 
ider- 


shire 
21 at 


ioner 
Scar- 


vv 18 


reen~- 
valk, 


of 


ham, 
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Travis, Witu1AM, Durham, General Dealer Nov 15-at’ 
Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Wasee Hest, Datlingtom, Durham, Innkeeper ‘Nov 20 
t3 ff Rec, 8 Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Wann CAROLINE Berri, Lincoln, Ironmonger Nov 
21 at 12.30 - Off Rec, Lincoln 
Waicut, ArTuur Epwanp, Roath, Cardiff, Tooldealer 
Nov 21 at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


Amended notice substituted for that published i in the Lon- 
don Gazette of Nov 5 
saat x, Awn Eveanor, Selby, Yorks, \illiner Nov-13 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Atper, ALBERT Eowarp, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Asuman, Caroting, Newmarket, Watchmaker Cambridge 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov6 

Barcuevor, Frank Artuvr, Hastings, puger s Assistant 
High Court Pet Sept 19 Ord Nov6é 

Sisies. Tuomas, Brighton King’s Lynn Pet Sept 25 
Ord Nov 2 

Biacxistoy, A C, EH Tuomas, and Atrrep Quick, 
Weedington rd, Kentish Town, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturers High Comi Pet Sept 19 Ord Nov6 

Buaytocx, Tuomas, Low Moorhouse, Carlisle, Farmer 
Carlisle Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 4 

Boutrses, Ricnarp JosePx Sy wee ‘Buckin ham, I ‘censed 
Victualler Banbury Pet Sept 25 Ord Nov 5 

Brapsury, Witt1am Nimrop, Bradford, Yorks, Grocer 
Bradford Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Cuawyer, Josepa, Basford, Notts, Journeyman Bleacher 
Nottingham Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Cotes, Joun Rosert, Zenoria st, East Dulwich, Estate 
Agent High Court Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 

Crastree, Caartes Epwiy, Fallowfield, ; ere 
Cotton Waste Merchant Manchester Pet Sept 23 
Ord Nov 2 

Diaz, Joun Freperioxc, Falmouth, Cornwall, Accorntant, 
Truro Pet Nové Ord Nov 6 

Drakr, THomas, North oun Devonshire Plymouth 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 

Dv Moutin, Pairrs, Belsize rd, Kilburn, Foreign Pro- 
vision Merchant Fgh Court Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Famuvest, Georece Aaron, Bootle, Lancs, Musical 
Instrument Dealer Liverpool Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov4 

Garaiveroy, ArrHur, Wednesbury, Staffs, Builder 
Walsall Pet Oct 29 Ord Novl 

Geppes, Water, Hr me, Ma nchester, Warehouseman 
Manchester Pet Sept4 Ord Nov 2 

Hors, Henry, Mantoeten, Suffolk, Engine Driver Great 
Yarmouth Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

Howrsres, James Martin, fat hy Smackowner Great 
Yarmouth Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov4 

Jacoss, Jony, Sunderland, Drapex Sunderland Pet Oot 


16 Ord Nov 5 
Joxes, Morean, Pyle, Glam, Farmer Cardiff Pet Nov 4 


Nov 

Jorzs, Ress, Pentre, Glam, Tailor Pontypridd Pet Nov 
5 Ord Nov 

Keywoarrts, Ayy, as sy wae Clothier Great Grimsby 
Pet Nova Ord N 

Mayy, Agruvur vane. ‘Little Totham, Essex, Farmer 
Chelmsford Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 1 

Mesnitr, Rosert, Odessa rd, Forest Gate, Dock Clerk 
High Court Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 

Mities, Eaxest Avotru, Westminster, Baker High Court 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

Overexp, ApRAHiM ALEXANDER, West Green rd, Totten- 
ham, Horticultural Builder Edmonton Pet Nov 4 
Ord Nov 4 

Parkes, Wii.tam, Jewin Crescent, Importer of Trimmings, 
&e High Court Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 5 

Purups, Tuomas, Lianelly, E.suit Salesman Carmarthen 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 2 

PoutarD, Gsores, Luton, Bedfordshire, Timman Luton 

et Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Pow ark Witt1am, Orcop, Herefordshire, Licensed Victu- 
a”er Hereford Pet: Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Ricnagps, Jonny Wiiiam, I ‘enelly, Licensed Victualler 

hen Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 4 

Rontxsox, Esxeuu, Shudehill, Manchester, Bristle Mer- 
chant Manchester Pet Set 19 Ord Nov 2 

Rooms, Sauvet, Luton, Bed*ordshire, ne Hat Manu- 
fact-er Luton Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Sanceyt, Tuomas, Lancaster, Blacksmith 
Nové Ord Nov 6 

Surra, Joun James, Cheltenhe-n 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Surrn, Epwanp Sresux, Fenton, Staffs, 
Stoke upon Trent Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 

Swaps, Wietiam, Whiston, nr Cheadle, Staffs, Labourer 
Stoke upon Trent Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

Sraxer, Jawrs, Oldham, Auctioneer Oldham Pet Nov 4 
Ord Nov 4 

Waswvox, Joux Witttam, Picken 4g, Yorks Scarborough 
Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 2 

Wittacy, Hanarer, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet Oot 
8 Ord Nov 5 

Yiexp, Jags ye LPRUa, vijachooms, Innkeeper Chelten- 
ham Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Fam, Epuuxp, Tadlow, Cambs, Farmer Cheltenham 
jud July 15, 1896 Annul Oct 4 
WiiwraM Henny, Chursoombe, Maridon, Devon, 
rs Assistant Plymouth and Kast Stonehouse 
Adjud May 1, 1895 Anne’ Oot 16 


Preston Pet 


Painter Cheltenham 


Cratemaker 


Wns 


Lendon Gasetie,—Tunmdary, Nov, 19 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 

Backuovss, Anruvn, Seven Sisters’ nl, South Tottenham, 
High Court Pet Noy8 Onl Nov 8 
Baixanmer, Jouy Davipaon, Consett, Durham, Tailor 

ae Tyne ~ Nov & Oni er N wns 
woven, Cuanues NIGHTON, riatol, ¢ venir 
Traveller Bristol Pot Nov? Ord Nov? 


Bowen, Georcr Epwarp, Berriew, Montgomery, Grocer 
Ni wn Pet NovsS Ord Novs 
Burye, Cartes Ricaarp, De Ladies’ Outfitter 
Reading Pet Oct 24 Ord N 
Cours, Francrs, Old Goole, Yorke, "Hay Dealer’s Manager 
-Wakefield Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Crort, Henry, Warwick st, Pimlico, Wine Dealer Wands- 
worth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Davison, Caaries, Sunderland, Tobacconist Sunderland 
Pet Oct 7 Ord Nové 
Dawson, Josern_Ramsay, West Hartlepool, Auctioneer 
Sunderland Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Doxer, Ricuarp Epwarp, Worole rd, Wigan, China 
Dealer Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Dysox, Atrrep Evans. Lozells, Aston, nr Birmingham, 
Plamber Birmingham Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Fainrax, Hue Witiiam Mavunysertt Gapserr, Lambeth 
Palace High Court Pet Oct9 Ord Novs 
Featner, Timorny, Dudley Hili, nr Bradford, Yorks, 
Worsted Spinner Bradford Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 8 
Foster, Stepxen, Si Leonards on Sea, Builder Hastings 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Froceatr, Atrrep, Birmingham, Coal Dealer Birming- 
ham Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Foster, Witttam Hewry, Bradford, Butter Importer 
Bradford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Frown, James Jennines, High st, High Barnet, Clothier 
Barnet Pet Oct16 Ord Nové 
Goopine, Wittiam Hexry, Exeter, Building Contractor 
Exeter Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov7 
Haropine, Cuartes Hexry, Whitwell, or + aie [Ww 
Butcher Newport Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 
Hawerns, Hewry, Cardiff, Bookseller Cardi Pet Nov 7 
Ord Nov 7 
Hersey, Rospert Wittram, Honor Oak Park, Brockley, 
Advertisement Canvasser Greenwich Pet Nov 7 
Ord Nov 7 
Kerrop, Tuomas, Brighouse, Yorks, Butcher Halifax 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Krixesroy, Wiiray, Isle of Ely, ; ~~ acne re, Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet NovS Ord Nov 
Layne, W, Grove , Builder “Wandsworth Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Nov 7 
McCiyrmont, ALExanpeRr, Catchcart rd, South Kensington, 
Builder High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Nov 6 
Moreax, George Tsomas, Aberdare possten, 
Builder Pontypridd Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 
Netsoyx, Jonx, Worksop, Notts, Fish Dealer, Sheffield 
Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 
Newmas, Joseph Harrapine, Bourne, Cambridgeshire, 
Farmer Cambridge Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Pay, Cuartes Epwarp, Pitlake, Croydon, Builder Croy- 
don Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 5 
Porter, Rosert, Whittin: a Salop, Seedsman 
ham Pet Nov7 Ord 
Powe tu, Francis Barca, °Waddon rd, Croydon, China 
Dealer Croydon Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 5 
Raps, Ricnarp Wiiriam Mockxert, Kirkley, 5 
Smackmaster Gt Yarmouth Pet NovS Ord Novs 
Reyvoups, Joun, Weelsby, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Ritey, Micnagt, the younger, Hipperholme, nr A ces 
Stone Miner Halifax Pet Nov 9 > ri. v 
Ryper, Anxe Exizapera, Tavistock sq, W High Court 
Pet Oct 5 Ord Nov7 
Suearp, Tsomas, Hipperholme, or i Cabinet 
Maker Halifax Pet Novs Ord Nov 
a Cuaries, Derby, Painter Derby Pet Novs Ord 
Novs 
Surra, Benxsamix, Osney crsent, Camden Town, Manager 
High Court Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov7 
Srmyeer, Davin, Walton, Srfolk, Grecngrocer Ipswich 
Pet NovS Ord Novs 
Tarr, James, Diptford, Devonshire, Butcher Plymouth 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
a WIicutaM, 8 ha Kent, Fishmonger Canter- 
«4 Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov9 
Woon opgrt, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet Oct 26 Ord 
Novs 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of the 22nd October : 
Hesse, Max, Chorlton-on-Medlock, Manchester, Merchant 
Manchester Pet Sept5 Ord Oct 18 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 5:— 
Grpprs, Waursr, Salford, Manchester, Warehovseman 
Manchester Pet Sept4 Ord Oct 31 
Comma Bewxvamix, York, Tailor York Pet Oct 5 Ord 
Oct 31 


Glam, 


Wrex- 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aupsr, Atusrt Epwarp, Cheltenham Nov 21 at 3.45 
County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Asumay, Canouws, Newmarket, Watchmaker Nov 22at 
12 Off Reo, 5, ny Cury, Cambri 

Avery, Jov, Horsforth, Yorks, —_- Nor 20 
at 11 Off Reo, 2, Mak row, Leeds 

Baxen, Joux, New Broad st, Solicitor 
Bankruptoy dDidgs, Carey st 

Barxanp, Winusan Rovere, 8 8g, Goswell rd, Case 
ae Nov at 12 ruptey bi 
street 


ener 


OCoalmore row, Birmi 

Bravevry, 
Nov Wat 11) Ot? Reo, 31, Manor rew, 

Cuvea, Bowano Morury, PRanoras _— os Solicitor | 
Nov Wat li Bankruptey bi 

Conna, Joux Rowaer, Bast Dal Seente Agent Nov 22 | 
at aa Rankruptey Digs, Carey st 

Cromy, Soruta Marinaa, Roxwieh, ets Licensed Vie- 
tualler Nov Wat ll Oi Reo, Walsall 

Deveanux, Herernr, Bam bape Saleaman Nov 26 at 12 


— wen A ey imouth, Accountant Nov 12 
atl or Boscawen st Trure 





eed Me. 
11 Dowahall, 





Nov 22 at n | 


gs, Carey | 


Lewwestet 
Brapsvan, Avraro, Bihemnn, Qerk Nov@at ll 23 / | SS eae ee eS 
Wiaian Mraaea, Bradford, Yorks, Grocer | | pa 
Bradford 


Licensed Viotualler Nov iat [Ra es We oae 


Grp Waurer, Salford, Warehouseman Nov 20 at 2.30 
Ogden’s chmbrs, 


Bridge st, 
Goupatxa, memes Wattace, Abchurch le Solicitor 
‘ov 19 at 2. Bankraptey 
—— Cano.ise neg | Evcests, , 


er Nov 20at12 Bankruptcy 
Hatt, George Witttam, Boston, Ten Encle Mamatac- 
turer Nov 19 at 12 2. 08 oe nee 
ee Georce, Barrow in Furness, Grocer Nov 29 
Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis street, ~ ers Far- 
Hea, G Georcez, Mayfield, Sussex Nov 19 at 2.30 Spencer 
& Hother, 4, Dadley rd, e Wells 
Heros, 2 A, Camden rd, > Surgeon Nov 
L Manchester, M-rchant’ 
Manchester 





Hesse, Max, Choriton on 
Nov 2at3 Ogden’s i cemben, Bridge st, 
Hewarrsox. Witt1am Hoeppiestoxe, Barrow in Farness, 
Grocer Nov 29 at 11.30 Of Bee, 16, Cornwallis st, 


Barrow in Furness ; 
Hoss, Hurer, Pocket, 5u0e Driver Nov 
19 at 2.40 vewell Blake, bey uay, Great Yar- 


mouth 

owe Jous, ae Grocer Nov 2) at 12 
31, Alexandra Swansea 

Husrres, James Magtts, westoft, Smackowner Nov 

19 at 10.15 Lovewell Blake's, South Quay, Great Yar- 


mouth 
J s, Georcz, 'y. Glam, Mineral Water Manu~ 
a ey 


Cardiff 

Kerroop, Tuomas, Brighouse, Yorks, Batcher Nov 22 at il 
Off Rec, Towahall chmbrs, Halifax 

Laweesce, Georce, Walsall, Staffs, Harness Manafac- 
turer Nov 19 at 11.30 Off Ree. Walsall 

Leaxer, Wituiam Howaen, Eigbaston, Restauratear 
Nov 20 at 11 C.dmore row, 

Lrusetss!, ALexasper, Leeds, Dressmaker Nov 3) at 12 
Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Lrows, Aanzos, Blaina, Mon. General Dealer Nov 19 at 12 

st, Methyr Tydfil 
= we nme Lee Dock Gierk Nov 2) at 


12 bidgs, Carey st 
Mituer, een pd Apo.irs, Hilli st, page Baker 
Dabyehir. Farmer 


Nov 21 at 12 
Neepsam, Ciemuest, Totley, Bents, 
Nov ig at2R) Of an, ee, Oe 
Newmas, Joszen Hantapie, * 
Foosiee Nov 22 at 1230 Orns A 
Nysvre, - Ham, Hatton grin, —— Brokar Nov 
21 at gf 


Parxg, yen High st, Tows, Mass Masufactarer 
Nov 21 at 12 Off Rec, 96, Temple chmbrs, 
avenue E C 

a Weistan, Jewin crown = Trrm2z‘*nzs 
Nov 20 at 11 

Peary, Howarp Jonx, Walaall, Staffs, ino Nov 19 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

Pararr, Gsones, yrs Leicester Nov 19 at 3 OF Bas, 


1, Berridge st, 

Pugh Paonns, Maddisboroagh Nov MatS Of Be & 

bert rd, Mi idlesborough 

Seca Gerorcs Moacer, Chiswick Mall, Caiewick Nor 
21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 9%, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue, EC 

Rares, Ricnarp Wimax a ee Kirkler, oe. 
Smackmaster Nov 19 at 10.30 


or Halié 
Gaia Toceball chabee 

Sugaep, Teenae, Hipperbolme, or Halifax. Cabinet 
Maker Nov 22 at 11.30 Of Reo, Towshall b= 
Halifax 

Seyror, aaa = Leais, — Merchant Nov 
21 atl 22, Park row 

Spatroy Pagpenice pate ae Nor 39 at 3 
Off Ree, Shefield 

Spreavsvry. Plambéer Nori? at 
12.30 Of 

Susarox, Jawss Gray, and Jawss Wruuaw Besser, 

villas, Lower 


Richmood ni, Patney ; Minortes, 
aS ees, eS S.e Bankruptcy bodes, 


Menrzirr, 


Quay, Gt Yarmouth 
River, Miceast, the pounger, 
Stone Miner Nov 22at 12 


Ne Bess 2 * endeeer 
ov bt 
Surra, Joux Jamu ee San” ieee 38 a 42 
C “Court bidgs, 
mere Rec, Se Peter's Church 
Nov 19 at 
Srruearanp, Grore! Lames, eee 
Re ne pe Nor 2 ais Queay ohaea, 
a Oe be ast SM. Ginacester 
Wats he 
Torars, Avroxm, and Wratan Toanes, Corbet, Seamen's 
Outiitters Nor Rat U OF Be, Sl Qa 


Caniif 

Towrsexn, Haney, joao Geomee Towsettea, ae and 
Hawar Towrsexa, 2a, Leas. Bax Mane- 
facturers Nov 19 at Ga Reo, 1, Beccles @, 


deck 
Pere? Garg CQtenet 
Wigs Carey 


| Muesenres, Cuaseaa © 
Maker Nov dlat li 


ANTDRATRNS 
Basxaaa, Wrasax Rowen, 
Manatectarer Hy’ Obert 
Casa, Jome Baoan, 
Pet Qe R Ani Nov 


York, Taillers Manager 
Oa he ea Onitters 


Oars, gs Ay Sap. Ber Dales Mangere 
Wanaswora Pet 


fe Se Gueeelh Ne, She 
Noe? Ord Nor 
Darymaa Liver 


t 








een tenes 
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Davisoy, Cuantes, Sunderland, Tobacconist Sunderland 
D. Pet Ostr coe a Pic’ Frame Dealer York 
awsox, Ricnarp, ‘ure er 
Novo Ord Nove” 


Dawsox, Joszrn Ramsay, West Auctioneer 
Sunderland P. Nov7 cr ae a 
w 3 ayfair. lesman 
High Gourt Pet Oct 22 ere 


Deverrox, Hersert, West 
Foster, Sterues, St goed on Builder MHastin 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov is ait 


Foster, Wii™ ome, Bradford, Butter Importer 


Bradford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Hazprxe, —_ Hexnry, Whitwell, nr Ventnor, I of W 

Butcher Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Hawerss, ene iff, Bookseller Cardiff =Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov 7 

Hexzy, Rosert Witt1am, Honor Oak Park, Brockley. 
—— Canvasser Greenwich Pet Nov7 Ord 

ov 


Ho.mes, Henny, Liverpool, Commission t Liverpool 
Pet Augi? Ord Nov9 a of 
Hoorsr, Cuargtes Suemprox, Love lane, Wholesale 
Haberdasher High Court Pet Sept 24 Ord Nov 9 
Horcatses, Cuarves Arravr, Carter lane, Carrier High 
Court Pet Aug3l Ord Novs 
— Brighouse, Butcher Halifax Pet Nov 
7 Nov 7 
Kusestos, Wittrax, Isle of Ely, en, Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet NovS Ord Nov 
Lzaxes, Wituam Howanp, , Restaurateur 
Oct 22 ‘Ord Nov9 
Morcax, Grorce Tomas, Aberdare Junction, Builder 
idd Pet Nové Ord Nov6é 
Netsox, Joux, Weiue, Notts, Fish Dealer Sheffield 
Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 
Newmax, Joszra Hanreapixe, Bourn, ~ a 
Farmer Cambridge Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
Nysvec, Susos Ham, Hatton a, ienenal Broker 
High Court Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 
Paxrxrs, Joux —_ Derby, Estate Agent Derby Pet 
Oct 11 Ord} 


Pay, Cuaries andl Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Nov5 . 


Prarr, F, Shaftesbury avenue High Court Pet Aug 28 
Ord Nov 9 , 


Prsvs, Georcz Moztey, Chiswick Mall, Chiswick Brent- 
Pet Sept 14 Ord Nov7 

Raurs, Ricuarp Wittam Mocxerrt, Kirkley, Lowestoft, 

— Great Yarmouth Pet Nov 8 Ord 


Nov 8 
Rexzp, aa 5 Wiggington, Yorks, Tailor York Pet Nov5 


Berso.ps, a, on Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Ruzr, Micuazt, jun, Hipperholme, nr Halifax, Stone 
Miner Halifax Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Sarazv, Taomas, Hipperholme, nr Halifax, Cabinet Maker 
Halifax Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

—-* Cuaz.zs, Derby, Painter Derby Pet Nov8 Ord 


Surrs, ecieei. Oseney cresent, Camden Town High 
Court Pet O€ 11 Pet Nov 9 ag 

Srzerarss, Tsouas Wiitisu, Redgrave rd, Putney, Iron- 
monger Wandsworth Pet Sept 28 Ord Nov 4 

Sresore, Davin. b ey Suffolk, 
Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 


olkestone, Fishmonger Canterbury Pet 


Wazscerox, Rosrer Wiiiism, King st, Twickenham, 
Boct Dealer Brentford Pet Augi0 Urd Nov7 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Tuomrsoz, Josern Feepezice, Friern ri, East Dulwich, 
Builder Court Adjud Oct 18, 1904 Annul 
Nov 4, 1895 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 16 —Mesers. Wraturests & Gere, at the Mart, at 
po alg aa 7, New-square (see ad- 
ov 

Rov. 19.—Meaers. (sta Date, see, Paexuez; & Baipcr- 
Waters, at the Mart, at Freehold and part Long 
Property, 10 pF 114, Cannon-strect, City 

week, p. 4). 

Nov. 2).—Meees. EL E. Fourre & Craxrizzo, at the 
reehold 


i Proper 

Lege ie 

degen, Cie oo (see aA 
ov. 2, p. Z). 


_—————_———— 





All ltters latended for pullieatiens” ja the | For BOUTH of SPAIN, ee, CONSTANTINOPLE, 
“ Bolicitord Jowrnal” must be authenticated | 


by the mame of the writer. 








TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. —— ‘asd Omsse? Hendon wee sn ee 
—— Vor pasage 1, to the lator firm rt Fenchurch- 
HIGH SHOT HOUSE, | i Cocksneesceeae acter ota eens Gila, 
87. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, err 
la 6 a ashe ialaaatiin, “Cellos \f ee ee & wane, ot of 33, Chan 
ho 4 Gulmens, : _ 
Aavhy io Motions Goyeriatemtueat, ee Hiatiwate 


¥, PROMEHEZAD, ZA. ME. (Comb), MELE. (Hag.). 


’ | 8577 toms register, and “ GARONNE,” 3,876 tons register 
| from Lorpos as under :— % at . 


NOW READY. SECOND EDITION. 


About 1,230 pages, Royal 8vo, in Cloth, in Two 
Volumes. Price 50s., or for Cash with Order, 
including Carriage, 4ls. 2d. 





THE 
LAW OF 


Building, Engineering, 


AND 


Ship-building Contracts, | = 
DUTIES AND LIABILITIES OF ENGINEERS, 
ARCHITECTS, SURVEYORS & VALUERS, 


WITH 


Beports of Cases 


AND 


FORMS AND PRECEDENTS OF 
GONDITIONS, 


For Buitoisc axp EnGivggrixna ConTracts. 


IN TWO VOLUMES. 


ALFRED A. HUDSON, 


Of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 





LONDON : 
WATERLOW & SONS, LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL. 





ESTABLISHED 1861. 


BIRKBECK BANE 


on DEPOSITS, le on demand. 
TWO = SS a ee CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum month] 


balances, when not drawn below £100 
purchased and sold. 





SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
oon Che quecmngngtt a SUG Do Drak metres amet 
on deposit, and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £1. 





BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
YOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHOLD LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS gh ngiod 


RI ENT COMPANY’ 8 YACHTING 
CRUISES by the Steamship * LUSITANIA,” 


Yor TENERIFFE o WEST | tee ISLANDS, 


E 
Leaving 15th January, ~ to 17th March. 
For MOROCCO, SICILY, PALESTINE, and EGYPT. 
Leaving 20th F February, returning 17th April. 





| Leaving Bist ae... returning 16th May. 
For SICILY, VENICE, CORFU, ALGERIA, &c. 
Leaving 22n4 wh returning 30th May. 
band, electric light, electric bells, hot and cold 
cuisine. 





baths, 


SHAW & SONS’ 


RECENT PUBLICATIONS. 


PARISH LAW. 
HAW’S PARISH LAW. Being a Guide 


to Parish Officers in the Execution of their Duties, 
With ee <9 of Statutes and Cases, Notes, Appendix, and 
Index. By J. ARCHBOLD, Esq.., Barrister-at-Law. 
Eighth Edition. By J. THEODORE DGDD, Esq , Barris 
ter-at-Law. Price l5s., for cash, post-free, i2s. 6d. 


[AY OF ALLOTMENTS. Including the 

Dottnge Gardens Acts, 1887 and 1890; the Allotments and 

Gardens Compensation for Crops Act, 1887; the 

Operative Parts of the Local Governmert ‘ay 1894, and of 

the — Inclosure and Commons Acts, d all other 

Statutes relating to Allotments, Second wiitine. By 

JAMES BROOKE LITTLE, B.A,, Ch. Oxon., Inner 

ie, Barrister-at-Law, Editor’ a the « Agricultural 

Holdi (England) Act, 1883,’’ &c. Price 10s. 6d.; for 
cash, post-free, 8s. 11d. 


TONE’S JUSTICES’ MANUAL. This 
Manual or Guide to the Ordinary Duties of a Justice 
of the ap contains Table of Cases, Appendix of Forms, 
and Table of Punishments decided cases up 
and alterations effected by dene Statutes. Twenty-eighth 
Edition. By GEORGE B. KENNETT, Pr Bolicltor and 
Town Clerk, late Clerk to the oe of Norwich. Price 
25s. ; for cash, carriage free, 20s. 


RCHBOLD’S LUNACY. Comprising the 
Lunacy Acts, 1890 and 1891; the Lancashire Coun’ 

(Lunatic haan and Other Powers) Act, 1891; and 
the Statutory Rules, Orders, and By wae in force there- 
under ; -* the Btatutes relating to Criminal Lunatics, the 
Lunacy of Seats) Act 1888, and the Idiots Act, 
1886. Fourth ition. By S. G. LUSHINGTON, M.A., 
B.C.L,, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law ; one of the 
Editors of “‘ The — of the Peace.” Price 42s. ; for 
cash, with order, 34s. 


RIDEAUX’S CHURCHWARDENSBD’ 
GUIDE. A Practical Guide to Churchwardens in 
the Execution of their Office ; with Lists of Cases, Statutes, 
Canons, &c. ; also an Ap dix and Index. By CHARLES 
, Q.C., Recorder of Bristol. In- 
clading the Tithe Act. 1891 ; the Clergy Discipline Act, 
1892, and the Goverument Act, 1894. Sixteenth 
Edition. By FREDERIC COLERID iE MACKARNESS, 
M.A., of the Oxiord Circuit, Recorder of Newbury, Barris- 
aang ng Price 12s.; for cash, with order, carriage 
free, 10s. 2 


AW OF BURIAL. Including all the 


Burial Acts as Modified or Atfected by the Local 
Government Act, 1894, all the Church Building, New Parish 
and Poor Lng F Acts ting to the subject ; and the Official 
Regulations of the Home Office an Local Government 
Board. With Notes, Cases, and Index. Second Edition. 
By JAMES LITTLE, B.A., Burrister-at-Law, 
rage Aig ‘emple. Price, 17s. 6d.; for cash, carriage free, 


SHAW & BONS, Fetter-lane and Crane-court, London, E.C. 
TREATMENT OF [NEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent, 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 


ESTABLISHED 1864 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Higher Middle Classes suff: from the above. Highly 
successful results. Consulti: ician : Sir BENJAMIN 
WAR? RICHARDSON, M. .,F.B.0.P. Medical Attend- 
: Dr. J. 8T. T. CLARKE —For terms, &c., 
= Mrs. Tuxopaxp, Principal Tower Sous, Leicester. 


EDE AND SON, 


nope 46x maceRs. 


BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Ma‘ the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation o London » &e. 




















ROBES YOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
, and Olerke of the Peace, 


Corporation Bobes, University and Olergy Gowns. 
ZATABLISHED 1689, 
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